Northern Illinois University

Huskie Commons
Graduate Research Theses & Dissertations

Graduate Research & Artistry

2016

Bystander action or inaction during bullying : an investigation into
the role of gender, empathy, attitudes toward aggression, and
social support
Trevor Bixler

Follow this and additional works at: https://huskiecommons.lib.niu.edu/allgraduate-thesesdissertations

Recommended Citation
Bixler, Trevor, "Bystander action or inaction during bullying : an investigation into the role of gender,
empathy, attitudes toward aggression, and social support" (2016). Graduate Research Theses &
Dissertations. 1679.
https://huskiecommons.lib.niu.edu/allgraduate-thesesdissertations/1679

This Dissertation/Thesis is brought to you for free and open access by the Graduate Research & Artistry at Huskie
Commons. It has been accepted for inclusion in Graduate Research Theses & Dissertations by an authorized
administrator of Huskie Commons. For more information, please contact jschumacher@niu.edu.

i

ABSTRACT
BYSTANDER ACTION OR INACTION DURING BULLYING: AN INVESTIGATION
INTO THE ROLE OF GENDER, EMPATHY, ATTITUDES TOWARD
AGGRESSION, AND SOCIAL SUPPORT
Trevor W. Bixler, MA
Department of Psychology
Northern Illinois University, 2016
Michelle K. Demaray, Director

This thesis is constructed to delineate mechanisms that influence bystander behavior in
the presence of bullying phenomena. Purpose for this study is derived from the shallow empirical
history of differentiation between passive outsiders and intervening defenders, particularly when
concerned with student populations within the United States. This study included child
participants in grades four and five from the Midwestern region. These participants were
administered a series of survey measures, in addition being read aloud a vignette depicting
bullying. Role orientation, defender or outsider, were examined as an outcome to be related with
the social-cognitive predictor variables of empathy, attitudes toward aggression, perceptions of
social support, and immediate social support.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Bullying within schools across the globe remains a prevalent issue in the present day. In
studying this social phenomenon, researchers have traditionally placed focus upon differentiation
between bullies and victims. The history of empirical evidence gathered in this area is permeated
with contextual, cognitive, and biological factors that have been posited to contribute to social
role fulfillment as a bully or victim. To extrapolate role differentiation outside of the bullyvictim dyad, Salmivalli, Lagerspetz, Björkvist, Österman, and Kaukiaien (1996) established
greater variation in role fulfillment within the context of bullying. These Finnish researchers
elucidated that distinct roles are fulfilled by those who are bystanders in bullying situations.
These bystanders may fulfill the role of outsider, passively viewing the bullying scenario, or
active defender, being separated by their willingness and action to aid the victim of bullying.
Pozzoli and Gini (2010), in their investigation of the nuances of bystanding in bullying
among early adolescents, wrote that there has been limited investigation into what characteristics
are distinct among active defenders from passive bystanders. Furthermore, many studies
previously done did not unveil significant differences among defenders and outsiders (See
Pozzoli & Gini, 2010). To date, novel and compelling pieces of evidence have been formulated
to guide this area of research but there still remains much to be learned.
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Flewelling (2013) as well as many other researchers (Caravita, DiBlasio, & Salmivalli,
2009; Gini et al., 2008; Pozzoli & Gini, 2012) underscored the relevance of social and cognitive
levels of analysis when considering the characteristics of those who are bystanders, both
outsiders and defenders, by finding significant interactions with social and cognitive variables
with defending outcomes. The present study adopted the social-cognitive orientation when
investigating differentiation in defender and outsider outcomes. Empathy, attitudes toward
aggression, perceptions of social support, gender, and immediate social support were
investigated as predictor variables in the present study. Clarification for the nature of the
association of empathic concern, aggressive attitudes, and gender to defending followed a line of
investigation that was produced mixed findings with regard to influence upon bystander
behavior. The social support element is a novel one within the research base on defending.
Manipulation of level of immediate support was hypothesized to impact one’s willingness to
defend. Furthermore, perceptions of support from classmates was also proposed to impact the
likeliness of defending.
The methodology adopted for the present study addressed limitations in measurement of
social risk that may have confounded results of survey-level defending literature. Using
experimental elements, the present study sought to place participants relatively in-vivo to
bullying exposure. The elements that influence defending behavior in bullying scenarios were
proposed to be more accurately elucidated with such methodology.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Definition and Prevalence of Bullying
According to Daniel Olweus (1993), bullying is taking place when there is repeated
harassment by means of physical contact, words, or other gestures, inflicted upon a person of
diminished ability to defend oneself by a stronger individual. Large-scale studies confirm ranges
of 7 – 33% prevalence rates of bullying within schools (Craig & Harrel, 2004; Espelage &
Swearer, 2003; Nansel, Overpeck, Pilla, Ruan, & Simons-Morton, 2001). With no evidence
today to show a nationwide decrease in bullying prevalence, this phenomenon may be seen as
something many children and teens inevitably endure during their school years.
Bullying persists from the early entry to social groups at preschool and kindergarten
through the secondary years of education. Beginning as early as preschool, peer power
imbalances within social dynamics and peer aggression can be observed, mirroring a bullying
phenomenon (Alsaker & Nagele, 2008; Crick, Casas, & Ku, 1999). Extensive research has
documented greater bullying behaviors in earlier grades, such as middle school, than in older
adolescents in secondary school (Olweus, 1991; Rigby, 1996; Whitney & Smith, 1993).
However, recent studies have established different types of bullying that may occur more
frequently in older populations, including bullying that is more covert than physical aggression,
such as indirect social aggression and cyberbullying (Dodge, Coie, & Lynam, 2006; Slonje &
Smith, 2007). Despite the linear relationship of recognition of aggression as deviant with
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chronological age, overtly aggressive physical altercations still do occur later in development. In
a study by the National Center for Educational Statistics in 2003, 13% of those reporting having
a physical fight in the last 12 months reported these altercations as having happened on school
grounds. A large portion of these reports came from adolescent students. With specific regard to
bullying via physical aggression, however, the United States Department of Justice (2009, 2011)
has reported that physical bullying indeed is occurring less in high school than in earlier school
years.
Despite the efforts at uncovering the true extent of bullying phenomena, reports from
children and adolescents may be largely underrepresentative as many witnesses and victims are
reluctant to share experiences of bullying with adults (Rigby & Slee, 1999). Additionally, gender
differences have been noted with regard to disclosure about victimization, with female students
more likely to seek assistance after being victimized than boys (Zweig, Dank, Lachman &
Yahner, 2013), demonstrating further challenge in systematically studying the prevalence of
bullying. In the face of continuing high levels of bullying in schools, researchers have begun to
examine the social and cognitive influences that frame the complex interactions within peer
victimization.
Social Roles in Bullying
Recent research places bullying behaviors on a continuum, reflecting the dynamic
influence of the social roles in bullying (Bosworth, Espelage, & Simon, 1999; Rodkin & Hodges,
2003, Salmivalli, Huttunen, & Lagerspetz, 1997). Indeed, Espelage and Swearer (2003) suggest
that individuals may participate in the bullying process through the role of bully, victim, bullyvictim, and/or bystander. Lagerspetz, Björkvist, Berts, and King (1982) framed school
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aggression and bullying as a group process, emphasizing the collective nature of bullying and its
direct connection to social relations. Differentiated roles within peer groups, particularly those
filling the role of bully, have been found to be moderately stable throughout development from
early adolescence to late adolescence (Salmivalli, Lappalainan, & Lagerspetz, 1998; Williford,
Brisson, Bender, Jenson, & Forest-Bank, 2011), with a slight role upheaval influenced by a
heightened prevalence of overt and indirect aggression during the transition from elementary to
middle school (Pellegrini & Bartini 2001).
Bullies and Victims
Social roles in the complex process of bullying have been divided into six distinct
categories by Salmivalli and colleagues (1996). Among these categories are bullies and victims,
the traditional focus of bullying literature. The group labeled “bullies” are likely to be comprised
of individuals more prone to aggressive tendencies and more positive attitudes toward aggression
(Olweus, 1993). Males have been more heavily represented in bully groups than females (Craig
& Harel, 2004; Espelage & Swearer, 2003; Ma, 2002; Olweus, 1993). Additionally, anger has
been a consistent predictor for concurrent and longitudinal measures of engagement in bullying
behaviors such that youth with higher reported levels of anger are more likely to bully and
continue to do so (Bosworth, Espelage, & Simon, 1999; Huesmann et al., 1994). Social
competence of bullies vary, but the long-held view of bullies as generally “oafish” and
unintelligent draws minimal support from recent empirical findings (Garbarino & DeLara, 2002;
Sutton, Smith, & Swettenham, 1999).
Research has shown that boys in particular may gain heightened acceptance in the
developmental period of adolescence for utilizing aggressive and demeaning behaviors, and they
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will assert these types of behavior to maintain heightened status among peers, underscoring the
relevance of social norms in bullying phenomena (Bukowski, Sippola, & Hoza, 1999; Rodkin &
Hodges, 2003). Espelage, Holt, and Henkel (2003) used social network analysis to support the
theme of homophily as it applies to sixth grade peer groups engaging in bullying. They found
that individuals were likely to belong to friendship groups consisting of peers who engaged in
similar levels of bullying. It is difficult to determine if bullies form groups due to their individual
baseline levels of victimization or if groups become more homogenous over time; however,
evidence for social selection for similar peers even in the restricted environment of a classroom
has been evident within longstanding research (Kandel, 1978). Beyond selection, maintenance of
friend groups is fueled by a cycle of modeling and reinforcement, and this is especially true for
those entering the developmental period of early adolescence (Dishion & Dodge, 2005).
Those children typically found in research to be victims frequently lack reciprocated
friendships, experience peer rejection, and are deemed by peers as possessing low social status
(Boulton & Smith, 1994; Pellegrini, Bartini, & Brooks, 1999). Additionally, heightened rates of
internalizing issues and small physical stature have been found to be strong correlates for victims
(Hodges & Perry, 1999). Those who are chronic victims face bleak outcomes with regard to
interpersonal and social development, but they also are at heightened risk for tragic reactionary
events as those who are consistently harassed are found to have heightened levels of suicidal
ideation (Rigby, 2000; Slee, 1995). Extensive previous research has also shown that individuals
who bully others tend to consistently seek out those who have maladaptive social exchanges, low
self-worth, and evidence of internalizing issues (Egan & Perry, 1998; Pellegrini, 1995; Vernberg,
1990).
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Recent research that goes beyond the bully-victim dyad embraces the long ignored
sentiments of Lagerspetz et al. (1982) that the bullying process is, in fact, dynamic and not easily
understood by searching for the divide between who does the victimizing and who acts as the
victim. Bosworth, Espelage, and Simon (1999) used a continuous measure of bullying behavior,
rather than a categorical approach. In this study of 558 middle school students, the notion that
youth should be investigated as either bullies or nonbullies was soundly discredited. The
dichotomy of bully or victim may not be suitable for a clear understanding of how bulling works.
Instead, researchers must focus on peer ecology to identify social contextual factors that fuel
bullying/victimization in schools and diversity the roles students may take in bullying
phenomena (Espelage & Swearer, 2003; Rodkin & Hodges, 2003). This understanding that youth
do not always simply fill one of two roles has led to compelling research that inform intervention
efforts. For example, bully-victims (i.e., those who are filling a hybrid role between victimizing
others and serving as a victim), are at heightened risk for long term psychological and social
maladjustment beyond other identified roles (Conners-Burrow, Johnson, Whiteside-Mansell,
McKelvey, & Gargus, 2009; Bradshaw, Sawyer, & O’Brennan, 2009), and these children may be
in most need of intervention.
Although there has been extensive research on the dyadic relationship between the bully
and victim, bully groups are heterogeneous with regard to personal characteristics and they are
variable in motives for bullying behavior (Peeters, Cillissen, & Scholte, 2010). Additionally,
those victimized by bullies vary in characteristics and responses to instances of bullying, which
may serve to cause an increase or decrease in the amount of victimization they experience
(Salmivalli, Karhunen, & Lagerspetz, 1996; Perry, Hodges, & Egan, 2001).
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Intervention and aid to victims of bullying is a time-sensitive and critical issue. The
rejection and isolation that individuals experience as victims of bullying appears to deepen
longitudinally. Not only does classification into a “rejected” group of peers put one at heightened
risk for initial selection as a victim, but chronic bullying intensifies rejection experienced over
time (Hodges & Perry, 1999; Ladd & Troop-Gordon, 2003; Olweus, 1993). This pattern of
findings underscores the importance of developing interventions to address bullying a peer
victimization. However, to date there are relatively few effective interventions in place for many
students experiencing chronic bullying. In nearly three decades worth of efforts from researchers,
practitioners, and administrators to remediate bullying, minimal attention has been paid to the
reinforcing actions of bystanders who are present when bullying in as much as 80% of incidents
that occur (O’Connell, Pepler, & Craig, 1999; Smokowski & Kopaz, 2005). Small-scale
preliminary evidence has suggested that targeted efforts toward shaping appropriate bystander
response in the presence of bullying can in fact create a reduction in bullying prevalence (Ross &
Horner, 2009). Prior to expanding bystander training efforts beyond single-case design, more
research needs to be performed on the factors that influence bystander action or inaction.
Bystander Roles
Intervention implications for the plight of bullied victims may be found within the
population that walks the halls of schools every day, but not from solely targeting efforts toward
those who are labeled or nominated as bullies or victims. Instead, the empowerment of one of the
six social roles identified by Salmivalli et al. (1996), bystanders, may be an important aspect of
successful prevention efforts. This suggestion was originated by Olweus (1993) and Salmivalli
(1999), but it is only beginning to receive appropriate empirical attention. Studies systematically
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investigating bystander behavior in bullying processes have only began widely circulating in the
mid 2000’s.
Through naturalistic observations conducted by Hawkins, Pepler, and Craig (2001),
students in grades one through six were present for 88% of all bullying scenarios. The rate of
intervention from these bystanders, however, was 19%. Recent research has recognized the
importance of taking into account ecological factors beyond the bully-victim dyad (Gini, Pozzoli,
Borghi, & Franzoni, 2008). This work suggests that bullies often are obtaining rewards for
victimizing others that don’t relate to sadist ambitions. Moreover, teacher and peer-nominated
bullies can score highly on measures of perspective-taking and moral motivation (Gasser &
Keller, 2009), indicating extrinsic motivational factors are likely playing a key role in the
perpetuation of victimization. Kärnä, Voeten, Poskiparta, and Salmivalli (2010) reported that
levels of reinforcement for bullying and defending for victims drastically altered the
manifestation of predicted risk factors for victimization. Through a cross-level analysis, it was
found that classrooms with a defending atmosphere explained the weakened connection between
the risk factors of social anxiety and peer rejection with victimization among individuals.
Conversely, classrooms that had a more approving climate of bullying and lessened emphasis on
prosociality toward the victims had significant positive associations between bullying and the
two examined risk factors.
Salmivalli and colleagues (1996) have indicated that not only are the majority of children
in schools witnessing bullying occurrences (see also Craig & Pepler, 1995), but a portion of
those students are acting in a way that encourages bullying through reinforcement. Salmivalli et
al. (1996) identified assistants and reinforcers as part of their six differentiated roles in their
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series of studies executed to uncover membership trends in varying roles. According to this
study, assistants and reinforcers make up about 20-30% of adolescents. Assistants participate in
the process of bullying as a “follower.” Assistants do not initiate victimization of peers in the
way that bullies do. Rather, assistants act in conjunction with bullies in a directly supportive
aspect of the process. Assistants may copy the words of a bully to verbally harass a peer or
physically subdue a peer for the bully to taunt him or her. Reinforcers also act as “followers,”
but in a more passive manner. For example, they may watch the bullying and show signs of
approval of the incident. Another portion of students, 20-30% of adolescents, may witness
bullying and simply watch or leave the scene without any direct involvement, also a potentially
reinforcing action for bullies. This group has been labeled as the outsider group by Salmivalli et
al. (1996). The smallest portion, no more than 20%, of students is found to be a defender.
However, other studies have found rates of defenders nearing 50% (Nickerson & Mele-Taylor,
2014; Nickerson, Mele, & Princiotta, 2008; Sutton & Smith, 1999). Defenders are youths
intervening in victimization scenarios and coming to the aid of victims in various capacities.
Findings suggest students in primary school, at least, are likely to display readiness to intervene
and defend (Rigby, 1996). A disavowing attitude toward bullying seems to dissipate with age,
though, with coldness toward victims appearing past the elementary years (Rigby & Slee, 1991).
Despite extensive research and intervention efforts directed at bullies and victims, the
problem of bullying remains a serious concern for most schools. Increasingly, researchers and
practitioners are focusing on the social nature of bullying and the role that bystanders may play
in the bullying process (Gini et al., 2008). The social-cognitive level of analysis makes for an
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integrative path researchers may utilize to address the gaps in research regarding what makes
youth act in favor of the victim or not when witnessing bullying.

Factors That Influence Bystander Behavior
In a recent meta-analysis analyzing outcomes of bullying prevention and intervention
programs, it was found that the majority of programs neglected to utilize bystander training as a
component of the program (Ttofi & Farrington, 2011). This could be due, in part, to the lack of
empirically based studies that elucidate the factors associated with bystander intervention.
Recent Finnish intervention programming that transitions students from passive viewers of
bullying into active defender roles has shown promising results in reducing bullying (Kärnä,
2012; Salmivalli, Kärnä, & Poskiparta, 2010a; Salmivalli, Kärnä, & Poskiparta, 2010b). These
studies showed that appropriately targeted interventions toward bystanders is a potentially
effective strategy for reducing the prevalence of bullying. With regard to bystander
characteristics, a variety of variables have been investigated to uncover what mechanisms may
potentiate action or inaction. Variables studied have included empathy (Caravita, Di Blasio, &
Salmivalli, 2009; Flewelling, 2013; Gini, Albiero, Benelli, & Altoé, 2008; Thornberg et al.,
2012), peer status and popularity (Camodeca & Goosens, 2005; Caravita et al., 2012; Flewelling,
2013; Pöyhönen, Juvonen, & Salmivalli, 2012), moral disengagement (Gini, 2006; Obermann,
2011; Caravita, Sijtsema, Rambaran, & Gini, 2014), problem solving and coping strategies
(Pozzoli & Gini, 2010), and self-efficacy (Barchia & Bussey, 2011; Gini et al., 2008). In the
proposed study, children’s empathy, attitudes toward aggression, and perception of social
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support will be investigated as social-cognitive variables pertinent to the understanding of
bystander behavior in response to witnessed bullying.
Empathy
The importance of empathy as a characteristic found in those who have heightened
prosociality derives from the landmark work done by Miller and Eisenberg (1988), where strong
evidence for the role of empathy in suppressing aggression was reported. Since this time,
empathy has been a focal point of studies seeking to uncover characteristics strongly held or
weakened within bullies, bystanders, and defenders. Recent research indicates that those who
carry stronger prosocial and anti-bullying attitudes score higher on measurements of empathy
(Flewelling, 2013; Gini et al., 2007; Pöyhönen, et al., 2012; Ruderman, 2014; Warden &
MacKinnon, 2003).
Empathy-based theories of prosocial and altruistic behaviors posit that people come to the
assistance and aid of others when they are experiencing distress, as this is purported to be an
empathy-invoking stimulus (Hauser, Preston, & Stansfield, 2013). However, it is evident from
previously discussed findings that not all individuals do this when social dynamics are playing
out in real-time. In fact, evidence from Salmivalli et al. (1996) would suggest that the majority of
children do not do this, particularly when they are witnessing bullying. Theoretical discussion of
prosociality states that empathic concern is both a prerequisite and the actuating catalyst for
helping behaviors (Batson & Shaw, 1991). Empathy in a bullying situation would entail that an
observer experiences a synthesis of cognitive process and affect in order to act (Cohen & Strayer,
1996; Davis, 1980). That is, in order to defend, the physiological stress-response and cognitive
appraisal of the event must interact in a way that promotes decision-making and behavior. The
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present study seeks to investigate how such social cognitive variables may interact in a sample of
pre-adolescents.
Concern for the welfare of others is a particularly important characteristic among those
who would be identified as bystanders in a bullying scenario, rather than bullies, assistants, or
reinforcers. If the aforementioned synthesis of empathic cognitions and affect occur when
witnessing a bullying scenario, it is reasonable to expect that such a bystander would not
contribute to the victimization. Indeed, empirical evidence has indicated that both passive
bystanders and active defenders score highly in measures of empathy (Gini et al., 2008). Van
Noorden, Haselager, Cillessen and Bukowski (2014) performed a systematic review of the
literature that exists on empathy and bullying involvement. Based on an analyses of 40 studies,
Van Noorden et al. suggested that empathy is indeed uniquely associated not only with the
traditional bully-victim dyad, but also with defenders. In nearly every study examined, cognitive
and affective empathy displayed positive associations with defending.
Multi-factor investigations of students who are actively defending or passively standingby in the presence of bullying is, at this point, still relatively limited. Gini, Albiero, Benelli, and
Altoè (2008) addressed the restricted body of research about distinctions between those who
remain uninvolved and those who actively aid victims of bullying. These authors sought to
uncover unique qualities within those who are defenders and passive bystanders. In this study,
peer nominations from 294 Italian middle school students were utilized to gather information
about who typically is viewed as an outsider and who is typically observed to be defending
others. Two subscales, empathic concern (EC) and perspective taking (PT), from the
Interpersonal Reactivity Index (Davis, 1980) were employed to assess conceptualizations of
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empathy among the participants. The Social Self-Efficacy Scale (Pastorelli, Caprara, & Bandura,
1998) was also used to investigate the participants’ concept of their own adequacy in social
interactions.
Findings by Gini et al. (2008) revealed that empathy was positively related to bystander
roles as predicted. Furthermore, there was little difference in levels of empathy among those
identified by peers as being active defenders and those who were passive bystanders. These
results indicate that empathic concern in isolation is not necessarily sufficient to get an individual
into action in defending a victim of bullying. However, students with high levels of empathy and
social self-efficacy were likely to act as a defender whereas participants with low levels of social
self-efficacy were not inclined to come to the aid of a victim, no matter their levels of empathic
concern. This study was one of the first empirical investigations to apply social cognition to
defending within the bullying literature base.
The aforementioned study by Caravita et al. (2009) also incorporated empathy into their
investigation of individual and interpersonal correlates that are related to social roles in the
bullying process. The team examined cognitive and affective empathy in addition to social
preference and perceived popularity among their 461 elementary- and middle-grades
participants. Empathy was assessed using the HIFDS questionnaire (Bonino, Lo Coco, & Tani,
1998; Feshbach et al., 1991) in which cognitive empathy was assessed by items centering on
awareness and understanding of the feelings of others, and affective empathy was assessed
through questions that focused on direct sharing of emotions with other individuals. A significant
relationship was reported for affective empathy among boys in which affective empathy was
positively correlated with defending behaviors. This association was particularly strong for boys
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of high school age who were well liked. A question of directionality is to be answered here,
however. That is, had male participants gained popularity due to their inclination to behave
prosocially or did they find themselves in a position of being able to help another individual
because of their acquired social status?
Despite the consistent link found between empathy and prosocial behaviors in a metaanalysis done by Eisenberg and Miller (1987), particularly in older participants, empathy and
altruistic acts cannot always be clearly connected. Behaviors that are of aid and help to others
may stem from alternative motivations rather than just a large storehouse of empathic
responsiveness. For example, Carlo, Hausmann, Christiansen, and Randall (2003) found that
early- and middle-adolescents who possessed reasoning strategies that were based upon
obtaining approval of others were more likely to be prosocial when in the presence of an
audience. Given the complex nature of the association between empathy and prosocial
tendencies, the interaction of empathy with other interpersonal and situational factors on
defending victims of bullying is a timely inquiry within the bullying literature.
The relationship between empathy and the amount of bullying adolescents engage in was
mediated by attitudes toward bullying in a study by Endresen and Olweus (2001). This study,
using Norwegian adolescents ages 13 to 16, contributes to the notion that the investigation of
personal characteristics alone, a hallmark focus within the bullying literature, may not be
sufficient in uncovering useful leads to inform intervention about the social process of bullying.
Thus, despite the inclusion of empathy in the proposed study as an important characteristic to be
investigated, it alone is not believed to encapsulate what may be the entire motivation to defend
victims in a bullying scenario.
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Attitudes Toward Aggression
An extensive body of research has demonstrated that children’s attitude toward
aggression plays an important role in their social behaviors (McConville & Cornell, 2003).
Aggression is associated with sociometric outcomes, such as popularity among peers (Coie &
Dodge, 1998; Ojanen & Findley-Van Nostrand, 2014; Rose, Swenson, & Waller, 2004),
indicating that attitudes and resulting behavior have direct impact in perceived status among
children and adolescents. It is well documented that those who are more likely to behave in a
pro-bullying manner, that is to initiate the victimization or act in a reinforcing way to the bully,
carry more approving attitudes toward bullying (Boulton, Bucci, & Hawker, 1999; Salmivalli &
Voeten, 2004). More recently, attitude toward aggression has been implicated in the bullying
process specifically regarding those who are outsiders in a bullying scenario (Flewelling, 2013).
Moral disengagement has been introduced in the literature exploring antisocial behavior
as a construct highly related to aggression (Bandura, Barbaranelli, Caprara, & Pastorelli, 1996).
Relatedly, moral disengagement has been found to be heightened among those identified as
bullies and lower for those identified as defenders (Gini, 2006). Though the way in which moral
disengagement is measured does not wholly overlap with an investigation of one’s internal belief
system of aggression, its implications are if nothing, decisively relevant. Bandura (1991) stated
that repeated utilization of moral disengagement, that is continuously construing justification for
an antisocial act, will result in attitudes that are permanently morally disengaged. Research
indicates that there is a positive association between moral disengagement and approval of
antisocial acts, such as aggression, among children and adolescents (Bandura et al., 1996; Pelton,
Ground, Forehand, & Brody, 2004; Thornberg & Jungert, 2013). Disengaged individuals, those
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who would score high on an attitudes toward aggression scale, would likely evidence favorable
biases toward the actions of a bully in a bully-victim dyad rather than come to the aid of a victim.
Utilizing a sample of Danish adolescents, Obermann (2011) found that bystanders who
are identifiably unconcerned about a bullying scenario were associated positively with the
construct of moral disengagement. Outsiders, another group investigated in this study, had higher
levels of moral disengagement than defenders. Additionally, a unique group within the literature,
“guilty bystanders,” (those who witnessed the scenario and felt guilty about doing nothing to
intervene), had lower levels of moral disengagement than the unconcerned bystander but were
not equal to defenders. Though the findings of studies utilizing moral disengagement may be
applied to the current review of relevant literature, the construct of moral disengagement is most
pertinent to those who are directly initiating antisocial acts, such as bullies (Gini, 2006). A
variable proposed as an efficient moderator in the present study, attitude toward aggression,
incorporates a more stable construct than moral disengagement that can be assessed among those
who are not initiating bullying. Bystanders are not those who are victimizing others, though they
are hypothesized to display behavior during a bullying scenario that reflects their orientation
toward aggressive acts.
Using a sample of 403 middle school students, McConville and Cornell (2003) found that
self-reported attitudes relating to aggressive acts among peers was an efficient predictor of
aggressive behavioral outcomes. Researchers in this study utilized four outcome criteria to
investigate the connection between attitude orientation and behavior. Aggressive attitudes,
assessed using an adapted measure formulated from three previously established scales, were
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correlated positively with student self-reports of aggression, peer and teacher nominations of
bullying, and discipline referrals from the school.
Thornton, Frick, Crapanzano, and Terranova (2013) found that conduct disorder
symptoms and callous unemotional traits were significantly related to proactive aggression in a
sample of students aged nine to 14 years. Additionally, conduct disorder symptoms and callous
unemotional traits were significantly negatively related to defending roles in a bullying
questionnaire. Callous unemotional traits are defined as “a lack of guilt or empathy, lack of
concern about performance, and a shallow or deficient affect” (Frick, 2009). Given the
relationship between callous unemotional traits and proactive aggression to defending roles, it
would be expected that those who are defending would be low in aggressive and antisocial biases
that would translate to parallel affectivity. Corroborating this finding in the field of bullying
research, Bentley and Li (1996) found that participants in middle childhood who were identified
as bullies were more likely to possess aggressive beliefs than those who were identified as
victims or as neither bullies nor victims. This study did not identify defenders specifically in
their bullying role questionnaire so the connection between defenders specifically and the beliefs
measure used cannot be made directly.
In a sample of 1,033 adolescents from grades seven to nine, Vernberg, Jacobs, and
Hershberger (1999) predicted aggressive acts by examining attitudes toward aggression.
Vernberg and colleagues measured aggression on a scale with subdomains examining the
legitimization of aggression, aggression as a tool to enhance status and power, and the likeliness
of one to flee instances where aggression is occurring. When assessing aggression legitimization
specifically, the most powerful relationship emerged. That is, adolescents who were more likely

19
to rationalize the use of aggression as a necessity were the most aggressive adolescents in this
sample. Utilizing aggression as a tool to enhance status and avoidance of aggressive scenarios
were also significant predictors for concurrent engagement in aggressive behavior. Notably, even
when these attitudinal orientations were entered into the model, gender remained a statistically
significant predictor of aggressive behavior, with a stronger relationship being evidenced among
boys.
Flewelling (2013) found that bystanders with more negative views toward aggression had
more positive views toward victims of bullying than participants with positive views toward
aggression. Furthermore, outsiders with pro-bully orientation had more approving attitudes
toward aggression. Pro-bully outsiders were those who endorsed a special kind passive
bystanding behavior that included victim-blaming or justified bullying action. Results from this
investigation examining 288 fourth and fifth-grade students suggested that when taking a
multifaceted approach toward investigating the implications of defending or not defending,
social-cognitive pathways accounted for significant variance. These findings are consistent with
related literature that suggests there is a transfer of moderating attitudes to a manifestation of
aggressive or non-aggressive behavior (Pakaslahti & Keltikangas-Jarvinen, 1997). However, the
findings in Flewelling (2013) suggest that, at least for defending behavior, there are interactive
effects of certain characteristics, such as perspective-taking, on the transference from internal
beliefs to behavior in bullying scenarios. In Flewelling’s investigation, the nature of such an
interactive effect was that individual with low perspective taking and a disapproving attitude
toward aggression were more likely to encounter feelings of sympathy for the victim of bullying.
This was in contrast to those with low perspective-taking ability and high attitudes toward
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aggression as they were significantly less likely to feel sympathy for the victim. Additional
variables, such as perceptions of social support are likely to produce other interactive effects.
Social Support
Rigby and Johnson (2006) found that, among other predictors, social norms carried
significant weight in participants’ endorsement of defending. That is, expectations from others
influenced defending behavior. These researchers asked the child participants to view a video
showing a bullying scenario with bystanders visibly present. Nearly 43% of the sample
expressed intention to intervene in the depicted scene in order to assist the victim. In this sample
of 200 late primary and 200 secondary students, expectations from parents and friends to assist a
victim of bullying evidenced a positive association with defending responses. Thus, there is
clearly more to the picture of what makes one choose to intervene than what is happening in the
moment, and these findings suggest that perceived social support may play an important role in
how bystanders respond to bullying.
Research has produced considerable evidence to indicate that peer groups, particularly
during adolescence, have a large impact on social behaviors that include bullying (Dijkstra,
Berger & Lindenberg, 2011; Dishion & Tipsord, 2011; Sijtsema et al., 2010; Sijtsema,
Rambaran, Caravita, & Gini, 2014). Alternatively, peers are also thought to act as a source of
motivation for positive social behaviors such as encouraging the defense of victims that are the
target of bullying (Sijtsema et al., 2014). Peer groups act as models and as origins of
reinforcement for social behaviors to persevere.
Malecki and Demaray (2002) conceptualized supportive behaviors, both general and
specific, to be derived from a social network that are likely to improve positive outcomes for
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individuals and serve as a buffer against maladaptive trajectories (Malecki & Demaray, 2002).
The critical role of varying types of support systems in promoting overall well-being has been
strongly supported for individuals in studies using adult and youth participants (Cohen & Wills,
1985). A negative relationship between social support and maladjustment has also been
demonstrated (Demaray et al., 2005). Studies have shown that social support serves as an
intermediary for depressive symptoms (Esposito & Clum, 2005; Herman-Stahl & Peterson,
1996; Mazza & Reynolds, 1998; Sheeber et al., 1997) and problematic and delinquent behaviors
(Wills & Cleary, 1996; Zimmerman et al., 2010). That is, high level of social support protects
against these maladaptive trajectories and low level of support puts one at heightened risk.
Tardy (1985) proposed a model of social support that is multidimensional, covering five
separate dimensions of social support: direction, disposition, description/evaluation, content, and
network. This multidimensional model conceptualizes social support beyond just the emotional
aspect of support. Directionality in Tardy’s model refers to whether the support is given or
received. The disposition component refers to a differentiation between what degree of social
support an individual has available and what support they have actually utilized.
Description/evaluation relates to the interpretation of individuals regarding the support they have
received. Content refers to varying contexts of support. That is, the support may come in
emotional, instrumental, informational, and/or appraisal forms. The network component relates
to the individuals that are serving as agents of support.
There has been limited longitudinal investigation into the lasting patterns of social
support on prosocial acts over time. However, findings have indicated reductions in behavioral
issues over time as perceived social support grows (DuBois et al, 2002; Dubow et al., 1991). For
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example, Bender and Lösel (1997) utilized a longitudinal design to uncover the importance of
social support in protecting against delinquent behavior. Among this sample of adolescents in
residential care, it is notable that for well-adapted adolescents, group membership and
contentment with the social support available to them facilitated the continuation of well adapted
behaviors. This study also exposed a significant gender difference in that girls were more
susceptible to the influence of social support than boys, a differential impact also found in Mazza
and Reynolds (1998), examining depression and suicidal ideation in adolescents. Demaray and
Malecki (2002) and Rueger, Malecki, and Demaray (2008) also found gender differences in
levels of perceived support, with female adolescents reporting higher levels of perceived support
from peers than male participants. Demaray and Malecki (2002) found that students with average
and high reported levels of perceived social support had significantly higher levels of adaptive
skills and lower levels of internalizing and externalizing behaviors. Significant associations were
found when examining a range of social skills and their relation to perceived social support.
Social skills such as cooperation, empathy, assertion, self-control, and responsibility were
examined and found to be significantly related to perceived social support among the participants
ranging in age from third through twelfth grade.
In Demaray and Malecki’s (2002) investigation, social-emotional functioning among the
participants was assessed using materials that produced scores for both externalizing (aggression,
hyperactivity, and conduct problems) and internalizing (anxiety, depression, and somatization)
dimensions. Participants with low perceived social support produced the most concerning results
as they were significantly higher in externalizing and internalizing problems than their peers with
average and high perceived social support. Additionally, on measures of social skills covering
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domains such as cooperation, empathy etc., students with lower perceived social support had
significantly lower scores than their peers indicating higher levels of perceived social support.
Given the apparent link between perceived social support and both internalizing and
externalizing issues, it is hypothesized that students evidencing higher levels of perceived social
support would be less likely to act in an antisocial manner and bully others. Furthermore, it
would be expected that those who are coming to the aid of the victim are likely to exhibit the
interacting effects of heightened perceived social support and prosocial indicators.
Using a sample of middle school students in seventh and eighth grade, Becker and
Summers (2010) examined the relationship between participant role in the social process of
bullying and perceptions of social support. In this sample, 10.9% were identified as defenders,
11.3% as outsiders, and 2.8% as a dual role between victim and defender. Notably, those who
were identified as defenders reported higher perceptions of support from classmates. Participants
in this study who were classified as defenders as opposed to a hybrid victim/defender role or
outsider role indicated they experienced more frequent support from classmates than the
victim/defender and outsider groups.
Despite the likely connection between perceived social support and bystander responses
to bullying, previous research in the area of bystander roles has not extensively empirically
tested the role of social support in these kinds of interactions. To date, it appears that the
investigation from Becker and Summers (2010) is one of the only studies explicitly examining
the impact of perceived social support on defending roles. Nevertheless, related investigations
would suggest that heightened perceived social support would serve as a protective factor against
antisocial acts and is a catalyst for expressing prosociality.
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Findings from Eisenberg, Neumark, Sztainer, and Perry (2003) indicate that there is an
association between harassment and school connectedness, with the construct of connectedness
being measured with a combination of health survey techniques in this study. In this sample of
over 4,000 7th to 12th grade students, mistreatment from peers spurred feelings of
disconnectedness and dislike for school. Receipt of mistreatment and feelings of
disconnectedness limits one’s ability to form friend groups that are crucial enablers for prosocial
behavior (Allen & Antonishak, 2008), such as defending. Additonally, findings from Gini,
Pozzoli, Borghi, & Franzoni (2008) indicate that students within a primary school building
associated defending behavior with a sense of safety and well-being. Taken together, these
findings implicate the significant role the perception of connectedness (e.g. social support) has in
the maintenance of defending. The existing body of literature exploring bystander behavior can
undoubtedly by strengthened by explicit examination of social support as a potentiating
mechanism among children prior to the time of adolescence.
Perceived support versus received support. There is a distinction to be made when
considering conceptualization of social support. Much of the aforementioned empirical
investigation centers upon perceived support (e.g. Demaray & Malecki, 2002; Rueger, Malecki,
& Demaray, 2008). This inherently means that students can be perceiving support that is
incongruent with their actual amount of support received. In contrast, perceived support and
actual support may be congruent. This has critical implications when discussing the relationship
of perceived support versus objective support and defending. Evidence has been garnered that
indicates victims of the same bully will band together to defend one another when given the
opportunity (Huitsing, Snijders, Van Duijn, & Veenstra, 2014). Empirical work has also shown
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that alterations in the environment, such as changing perceptions of support available, has had an
impact on the amount of defending that occurs (Saarento, Boulton, & Salmivalli, 2014). Huitsing
and colleagues’ (2014) social network analysis revealed that victims of the same bully were
significantly more likely to defend another victim of the same bully than were nonvictims or
victims of a different bully. This formation of tangible (or immediate) support is thought to
remediate the frequency of bullying over time, as bullying becomes more difficult when
individuals cannot be singled out. In the proposed study, the impact of both perceived general
peer support and immediate support of peers on bystander behavior during a bullying episode
will be examined.
Gender
Gender differences in defending have been shown to be on a stable developmental
trajectory. Monks, Smith, and Swettenham (2003) found evidence for a gender differential in
defender role fulfillment among their sample of preschool participants, uncovering rates of 22%
and 9% for girls’ and boys’ identification as defenders, respectively. Long-upheld empirical
work utilizing older students has shown that girls will, on average, fill the participant role of
defender more often than boys (Gini et al., 2007; Ruderman, 2014; Olweus, 1993; Salmivalli et
al., 1996). In a later developmental stage, Samivalli and colleagues (1996) found that
approximately 30% of girls in their sample were defenders compared to approximately 5% of
boys who filled that role. The mechanisms, however, behind these gender differences are still not
fully understood.
Investigations of prosocial behavior have shown clear gender differences, such as girls
will more frequently report concern for others than boys (Eisenberg & Fabes, 1998; Endreson &
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Olweus, 2001; Hastings, Zahn-Wexler, Robinson, Usher, and Bridges, 2000; Rose & Rudolph,
2006). Given the empirical support that higher levels of empathy are associated with heightened
chances of defending (Nickerson et al., 2008), it is not surprising that girls have been more
typically found to be filling the role of defender than boys (Gini et al., 2007; Olweus, 1993;
Salmivalli et al., 1996). Interestingly, Nickerson and colleagues (2008) reported that middle
school girls were not found to be defending at higher rates than their male counterparts. This
investigation is unique in its non-significant findings with gender as a predictor when also
looking at empathy within a model. Typically within the literature, the gender differences in
defending are particularly evident when the social process of bullying is examined in
multidimensional ways. For example, Caravita et al. (2008) found that affective empathy was
predictive of the social behavior of boys in mid-childhood and adolescence, with higher levels of
affective empathy being negatively associated with bullying and positively associated with
defending. Thus, the findings regarding gender differences in bystander behavior are somewhat
controversial and further multi-factor models are needed clarify this issue. Given the
aforementioned considerations regarding the relationship between gender and empathy when
examining defending behavior, it is proposed in the present study that gender will be a
significant predictor of defending and that gender will interact with empathy in predicting
defending related behaviors and attitudes.
A recent large-scale review of the literature base found gender differences in the
association between internal beliefs and actual aggression (Gini, Pozzoli, & Hymel, 2014). In
this meta-analysis it was found that distortions such as aggression legitimization and victim
blame were higher among boys than girls in the studies reviewed. Furthermore, measured
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aggression and its association with these cognitions were displayed to be more robust among
males. However, Flewelling (2013), in a social-cognitive analysis of defending and outsider roles
in bullying, found that gender was not a powerful predictor of defending behavior overall.
However, there was particular significance found in the relationship between gender and
defending in that boys, on average, engaged in more physical defending than female participants.
Mechanisms for this relationship are unclear empirically, however, related literature might
justify speculation that boys are more likely to utilize aggression in general (Coie & Dodge,
1998), potentially grouping physical defending within the realm of a more antisocial act.
Ostrov and Godleski (2010) posited an integrated social-cognitive theory of aggression in
early and middle childhood. Primary influences for this novel perspective includes the Social
Information-Processing Model of Child Adjustment (Crick & Dodge, 1994) and the SchematicProcessing Model of Sex Role Stereotyping (Martin & Halverson, 1981). This integrated
theoretical explanation of aggression would purport that findings in Flewelling’s (2013) study
should be different. Ostrov and Godleski’s explanation of aggressive behavior states children do
indeed possess gender-typical and gender-atypical evaluations of aggression. If broken down,
these evaluative processes have been formed by socialization and conditioning over time. For
example, boys would be more apt to utilize physical aggression to accomplish goals than girls
and this can be partially explained by rigid gender stereotyping and self-construal. Given this
modeled pathway to aggression based upon deeply ingrained internal processes, it would be
expected that examining gender will produce unique effects in that boys and girls will differ in
their attitudes toward aggression. Relatedly, gender should be a powerful predictor of
intervention in a bullying scenario, contrary to evidence from Flewelling (2013). Given these
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conflicting findings, further research is needed regarding the nuances of gender and attitudinal
orientation when investigating defending.
Among the many suggested future directions of bullying research put forth by
Underwood and Rosen (2011) are “whether and how children feel empowered to respond or even
to intervene.” The present study incorporates the construct of social support into the analysis of
social-cognitive factors that may influence bystander behaviors in response to bullying. Research
has established that girls report higher levels of social support from peers than boys on average
(Furman & Buhrmester, 1992). Moreover, Rueger, Malecki, and Demaray (2010) found that
reported social support from classmates was related to higher levels of leadership and social
skills among female participants. In this study, using 246 students in grades four through six, it
was found that female participants reported greater levels of support from close friends than from
any other measured source. This finding suggests that the construct of social support has strong
implications for related work on bullying intervention. In particular, the incorporation of these
two factors, gender and social support, will potentially clarify the controversial nature of gender
differences in defending.

Rationale and Purpose of the Current Study
Despite the fact that empirical evidence shows promising utility in Finnish school-wide
anti-bullying campaigns that incorporate bystander training (Kärnä, 2011; Saarento, Boulton, &
Salmivalli, 2014), the factors that drive the success of bystander training have not been
extensively investigated in samples of American children and adolescents. Though the
framework of participant roles in bullying elucidated by Salmivalli and colleagues (1996) is not
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novel, the research base on defending behavior is not sufficient to inform intervention efforts in a
strategic and effective way. The present study sought to address this issue by examining socialcognitive factors that may influence bystanders’ responses when witnessing bullying behavior.
Research Questions and Predictions
The present study seeks to address the following research questions: 1. What is the
relation between gender and bystander response to observed bullying? 2. What is the relation
between bystander empathy and bystander response to observed bullying? 3. What is the relation
between perceived social support among bystanders on their response to bullying? 4. What is the
impact of peer support at the time of bullying on bystander behavior? 5. What is the relation
between bystander attitude toward aggression and bystander response to observed bullying?

Research Hypotheses
Hypothesis 1: Gender will significantly predict Defending Behavior in the context of the
five-predictor model, such that boys will be less likely to defend than girls. Empirical evidence
has indicated that girls will, on average, endorse defending behaviors more often than their male
counterparts (Oh & Hazler, 2009; Salmivalli et al., 1996; Ruderman, 2014). This has been
indicated across developmental stages from early childhood into adolescence (Monks et al.,
2003; Salmivalli et al., 1998). Given these findings in previous literature, it was expected that
female participants would endorse defending more often than males in the present study.
However, Flewelling (2013) did not find any significant differences among verbal defending
behavior between male and female participants. However, boys within this sample were
significantly more likely to endorse physical defending than female participants. As Flewelling’s
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study was one of the first to differentiate defending type, the current study sought to replicate
this finding.

Hypothesis 2: Gender will moderate the relationship between Empathy and Defending,
such that the proposed difference in defending endorsement will greatly minimize among boys
and girls with higher levels of Empathy. The effect of empathy has been shown to be more
significant for boys than girls when examining prosocial outcomes (Carlo et al., 2003;
McMahon, Wernsman, & Parnes, 2006). Given this finding, it was proposed that empathy would
display unique enhancing effects with regard to defending endorsement among male participants.
This is not to say that increased empathy will not significantly increase rate of defending for
female participants, but the slope of the relationship between empathy and defending for males
was purported to be significantly steeper.

Hypothesis 3a: Empathy will be significantly positively associated with the Defender
Composite in the context of the five-predictor model. Beyond the long-standing relationships
that have been shown between empathy and prosocial behavior (Eisenberg, Fabes, Nyman,
Bernzweig, & Pinuelas, 1994; Eisenberg & Miller, 1987), empathy has been empirically
supported in its association with defender roles (Nickerson, Aloe, Livingston, & Feeley, 2014;
Ruderman, 2014). Studies have shown a positive association between empathy and intervention
in a bullying scenario (Flewelling, 2013; Gini et al., 2008).
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Hypothesis 3b: Empathy will significantly inversely predict outsider behavior, such was
individuals higher in Empathy will be less likely to endorse outsider actions. Given the precedent
for Empathy’s utility in predicting prosocial acts, it was proposed that reduced levels of selfidentified Empathy would relate to the Outsider Composite inversely. Neurobiological research
has shown that lessened distress and arousal in the wake of another’s plight may explain the
negative relationship between Empathy and antisocial acts seen within the literature and in realtime (Shirtcliff et al., 2009). Thus, Empathy was posed in the current study to uniquely explain
Outsider actions.

Hypothesis 4a: Participants with higher levels of perceived social support by classmates
will be significantly more likely to endorse defending behaviors social than participants with
lower levels of perceived support. This hypothesis has been formulated as an extension of the
literature that indicates perceptions of social support has a strong positive relationship with social
skills (Rueger, Malecki, & Demaray, 2010). Furthermore, in a sample of middle school
participants, Becker and Summers (2010) found that perceptions of social support from
classmates were higher among those who were classified as defenders as compared to those who
were victims or filling hybrid victim/defender roles. Accordingly, social support was
hypothesized to serve as an enabler for defending behavior, such that those with higher
perceptions of social support would draw upon a feeling of confidence needed to transgress a
norm and support a victim.
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Hypothesis 4b: Participants with higher levels of perceived social support will
demonstrate an inverse relationship with passive outsider behavior. High perceptions of social
support is a mechanism for enhanced social self-efficacy (Rueger et al., 2010). High social status
held by the bystander has also been identified as a mechanism for defender role fulfillment
(Salmivalli et al., 1996). In line with these findings, it was proposed that the confidence garnered
from a general sense of social ability would potentiate action to assist a victim, on average, than
to remain a passive witness to a bullying scenario.

Hypothesis 5: Participants will be significantly more likely to endorse defending
behaviors when in the presence of immediately available social support than when such support
is not present. The presence of potential social support when witnessing a bullying act was
proposed to alter a bystander’s perception of risk level when witnessing a bullying act, thereby
increasing the likelihood of engaging in defending behavior. Social risk in defending has not
been systematically investigated in this fashion to date. Huitsing, Snijders, Van Duijn, and
Veenstra (2014) found that peers will be likely to band together and defend a victim of bullying
when they can rally tangible support.

Hypothesis 6: Witness Condition will moderate the relationship between Perceptions of
Social Support and Defending. It was proposed that there will be an interaction effect between
witness condition and perceived social support. Low versus high perceptions of social support
among participants in the group witness condition would evidence a significantly greater
difference in defending than participants with low versus high perceptions of social support in
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the solitary witness condition. That is, the relationship between perceived social support and
defending behavior would differ by witness condition. In the group witness condition, there
would be a bigger difference between low and high perceived social support than in the solitary
witness condition. There has been no investigation to date assessing the interaction with
situational witnessing of bullying and the influence of one’s perceived social support. It was
proposed that witnessing a bullying scenario in a small group will boost feelings of efficacy to
supersede the bullying norm, or confront the “risk”, as defined by Pozzoli and Gini (2010).

Hypothesis 7: Participants will be significantly more likely to endorse defending
behaviors when they have more disapproving attitudes toward aggression. Attitudes that are
more permissive of aggression have been shown to evidence positive relationships with stable
aggressive behavior (McConville & Cornell, 2003). Relatedly, Flewelling (2013) uncovered
attitudes toward aggression as a salient predictor for examining influences on defending
endorsement among a sample of pre-adolescents. It was found that participants were less likely
to be accepting of a bully and were more likely to be supportive of a victim when they evidenced
more negative attitudes toward aggression.

Hypothesis 8: There will be an interaction effect between attitudes toward aggression and
social support (perceived) such that low versus high social support among participants with
negative attitudes toward aggression will evidence significantly greater difference than low
versus high social support among participants with approving attitudes toward aggression, with
participants experiencing high social support most likely to defend when they also have negative
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attitudes toward aggression. It was proposed that the effect of social support on defending
behavior would be greater for those with more disapproving attitudes toward aggression. High
perceptions of social support will catalyze action for those who view aggressive acts as more
aversive whereas for those who also have negative views toward aggression, low perceptions of
social support will inhibit action. Previous research has indicated that social support (Demaray,
Malecki, Rueger, Brown, & Summers, 2009) demonstrates associations with social skills
feasibly crucial to defending and attitudes toward aggression (Flewelling, 2013) has been
implicated as a significant predictor for defending behavior.

Hypothesis 9: There will be an interaction effect between attitudes toward aggression and
empathy on defending outcomes such that low versus high empathy among participants with
negative attitudes toward aggression will evidence significantly greater difference than low
versus high empathy among participants with positive attitudes toward aggression. Among
participants with disapproving attitudes toward aggression, defending will significantly increase
as empathy becomes higher. This was predicted to be a more significant association than among
participants with positive views toward aggression. Empathy is proposed to be a potentiating
mechanism for participants with negative attitudes toward aggression as high empathy among
these individuals will stimulate defending behavior to aid a victim that is the recipient of an
action of which they strongly disapprove. Empirical findings have indicated that students with
low-empathy will be more likely to evaluate a bullying scenario with a negative view toward the
victim, believing the victim deserved the bullying, for example (Caravita et al., 2009). This
finding was upheld when adding attitudes toward aggression to the analysis. Flewelling (2013)
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found that those with high levels of empathy (perspective-taking) and disapproving attitudes
toward aggression were more likely to view the bully unfavorably and the victim more
favorably.

Hypothesis 10: There will be an interaction effect between witness condition, social
support, and gender, such that in the solitary witness condition, the effect of perceived social
support on physical defending behaviors will not significantly differ by gender. However, in the
group witness condition, the effect of perceived social support on physical defending will
significantly differ by gender. There is an element of risk involved in defending alone versus
defending in a group (Huitsing et al., 2014). As such, it was expected that when these two
settings of defending are probed, different interactions will arise. No significant difference in the
effect of perceived social support was expected between boys and girls when witnessing a
bullying scenario alone. However, it was postulated that when participants are witnessing a
bullying scenario in the presence of two other individuals, the effect of perceived social support,
specifically on physical defending, would strongly differ between girls and boys. When in the
group witness condition, the effect of social support on physical defending for girls would appear
in significant contrast to a steeper slope evidencing the strong, unique effect of perceived social
support on boys. Rationale for this hypothesis is derived from work that explains in late
childhood and early adolescence, boys are often in a stage of heightened peer susceptibility
(Brown, Clasen, & Eicher, 1986). Furthermore, boys are shown to utilize physically aggressive
tendencies more often than girls (Coie & Dodge, 1998), leading to the notion that physical action
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is more likely to be taken given the immediate group effect combined with perceptions of
support that is to boost confidence.
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CHAPTER 3
Methodology

Participants
The final sample in the current study consisted of 196 4th and 5th grade participants from
two suburban schools in the Chicagoland area. The final sample of 196 students was arrived at
after the deletion of students who did not answer the manipulation check correctly (see section
on Deletion of Incorrectly Answered Manipulation Checks). The sample consisted of 106 female
participants, 84 male participants, and 6 participants who either chose not to respond to the
gender identity prompt or reported “other” as gender identity. Fifty-one percent of the
respondents (n = 100) were fourth grade students. Table 1 outlines the Race and Ethnicity makeup within the final sample.

Measures
Bullying Episode Scenarios
All participants were read aloud a scenario depicting an instance of witnessing verbal and
physical bullying (See Appendix D). In a between subjects design, approximately half of the
participants were presented a scenario of witnessing a bullying act in which no one else is around
(i.e., solitary witness condition), and half of the participants were presented a scenario of
witnessing a bullying act in the presence of two peers (i.e., group witness condition). With the
exception of the presence or absence of other witnesses, the bullying scenarios were identical.
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The vignettes were developed based upon overall structure utilized by a vignette study assessing
bystander behavior by Flewelling (2013). The vignettes were further refined and scrutinized by a
panel of research psychologists in cognitive-instructional, developmental, and school disciplines.
The vignettes were balanced to emphasize contextual condition (i.e. included 4 sentences of
emphasis for being “alone” or “with three friends.”)

Attitudes Toward Peer Aggression
To study the associations between internal beliefs about and behavioral reports of
aggression, McConville and Cornell (2003) adapted a scale from previously utilized and
validated scales from Slaby and Guerra (1988) and Rigby and Slee (1991). This 11 item scale
assesses individuals’ appraisals of peer aggression. Dimensions of this scale represent
expectancies from aggression, attitude toward bullying, support for victims, and support for
bullies. Given the aggression and bullying-specific nature of this scale, participants scoring high
in general may be considered both pro-bully and pro-aggression. An example of an item on this
scale is “If you fight a lot, everyone will look up to you.” Responses are recorded on a four-point
scale ranging from 1 (don’t agree at all) to 4 (completely agree). This scale presented excellent
internal consistency ( = .78). Test-retest reliabilities for items range from .28 to .48, with the 7month test-retest measuring at r = .66.
McConville and Cornell found a significant positive association with this scale and
concurrent self-reported aggressive behavior, validating its use for predicting real-time
aggressive outcomes. Additionally, peer and teacher nominations of bullying and school
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discipline referrals were utilized to demonstrate that over a seven month period, these measured
attitudinal orientations predicted aggressive outcomes in their sample of 403 middle school
students. Thus, self-report and external sources of data converged to suggest this measurement
makes a sufficient link from attitude to behavior over time. This is a decisively relevant
consideration for the present study given that the vignettes to be read to participants will invoke
an in vivo experience of witnessing bullying.
Empathy
Empathy was investigated using an edited version of the Davis Interpersonal Reactivity
Index (1980). The original Interpersonal Reactivity Index (IRI) possessed 28 items that
comprised four subscales. Among the subscales were measurements of perspective taking (PT),
empathic concern (EC), fantasy (FS), and personal distress (PD). Measuring perspective-taking
entails uncovering one’s capacity to adopt the psychological viewpoint of another. That is,
perspective-taking is the construct of seeing something how another views it. The empathic
concern scale measures one’s ability to elicit sympathy for the misfortunes of others. The fantasy
scale measures imaginative ability regarding hypothetical scenarios. In other words, the fantasy
scale assesses one’s ability to place him or herself in a fictional plot. The personal distress scale
entails investigation of the experience of distress (or lack thereof) in reaction to distress in others.
Litvak-Miller and McDougall (1997) adapted the Davis IRI to accumulate 22 items
measuring the multi-faceted construct of empathy with wording more appropriate for child
participants. The same four subscales remained part of the child index. Individual test-retest
results for the child-IRI (C-IRI) ranged from .53 to .76 among a sample of sixth grade
participants. An example of a prompt from the perspective taking subscale is “I try to understand
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my friends better by imagining what things are like for them.” Participants respond on a fivepoint Likert scale from 1 (not at all like me) to 5 (exactly like me). For the purposes of the
present study, only the perspective taking subscale of the C-IRI was utilized ( = .78).
Social Support
The Child and Adolescent Social Support Scale (CASSS) was created to investigate the
perceptions of social support among students ranging in age from grades three through twelve
(Malecki, Demaray, & Elliot, 2000). Sixty items total are comprised from five subscales (12
questions each). Subscales measure perceptions of social support from parent, teacher, classmate,
close friend, and school. Students give indication of their perceived levels of support from each
source by a six-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (never) to 6 (always). An example of a prompt
from the classmates’ support subscale would be “my classmates notice when I have worked
hard”.
Internal consistency for the subscales of the CASSS are optimal for parent (.79-.97),
teacher (.84 - .94), classmate (.88-.97), close friend (.77-.98), and school (.93-.97). Total score of
internal reliability of the CASSS is excellent (r = .96). Test-retest reliability for the CASSS has
demonstrated optimal levels at r = .78. Validity for the CASSS has been investigated by
examining correlations with the Social Support Scale for Children (SSSC) (Harter, 1985). Total
correlation for the CASSS and SSSC has been found to be .57 (Malecki et al., 2000),
demonstrating satisfactory convergence with existing measurement of social support. For the
purposes of this study, only the classmate subscale of the CASSS was utilized ( = .91),.
Defender and Outsider Roles Behavior Scale (DORBS)
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The DORBS is a measurement to gage the readiness of individuals to fulfill either
defender or outsider roles. The measurement was piloted on a sample of college students at a
Midwestern university and utilized for study to investigate bystander behavior (Flewelling, 2013)
in a sample of preadolescents. Prompts for outsider and defender roles were adapted from the
bullying role investigation used by Salmivalli and colleagues (1996). Sixteen prompts to be
answered on a five-point Likert scale assess outsider or bystander behavior in instances of
bullying.
Prompts on the DORBS measurement comprise two separate subscales, one for defenders
and one for outsiders. These prompts can be further divided into pro-bully ( = .43) and provictim outsider ( = .68) behavior and verbal ( = .81) and physical ( = .77) defending behavior
for the outsider and defender subscales, respectively. In the current study, the Defender
Composite ( = .70), Outsider Composite ( = .71), and Physical Defender scale ( = .78) were
used. An example of a pro-bully outsider prompt is “ignore the victim because I agree with the
bully”. An example of a pro-victim outsider prompt is “walk away because bullying isn’t right”.
An example of a verbal defending prompt is “tell an adult when I see the bullying taking place”.
An example of a physical defending prompt is “push the bully away from the victim”. Responses
range from 1 (not likely) to 5 (most likely).

Procedure
After obtaining approval from the Internal Review Board, school administrators were
contacted to recruit participants. Parental consent forms were administered to parents, allowing
them to withdraw their children from participation in the project. Of 13 classrooms utilized,
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return rates for consent ranges from 42% to 80%. Additionally, student assent was obtained prior
to administration of research materials. Students returning informed consent sheets were entered
into a raffle for a chance to win a $20 gift card (1 per grade per school). The experimenter
divided up the 13 classrooms into nearly equal distribution (7 and 6) of conditions. Two bilingual
classes were included in the study and thus, the two bilingual classes were given separate
conditions. For the remainder of the 11 classes, the conditions were randomly assigned.
Teachers were given written instructions in individualized packets that explicitly outlined
the procedure of collecting appropriate consent/assent forms, what to do in the case that a student
did not return a form or denied participation, and in administering the study vignette. Teachers
passed out survey forms and real aloud instructions from an script. This script included the script
of the vignette students were read (Appendix D).
The students filled out demographic information and then were read aloud the bullying
scenario from school staff (teachers). Then, the students will fill out the DORBS rating scale.
Following the DORBS, student filled out rating scales for empathy, attitudes toward aggression,
and social support. Each student packet was market with various STOP points so they would be
receiving directions for each scale as a collective group.
Data Analyses
Deletion of Incorrectly Answered Manipulation Checks (MC)
To ensure participants focused on the appropriate context (i.e., alone or in a group) to
answer the questionnaire items, a manipulation check was included to test retention of witness
condition. Participants were asked, at the end of the study, under what circumstances they were
hypothetically viewing the incident (i.e., alone or in a group). Based on suggestions from
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research encouraging the detection and deletion of participants who are not diligent in
understanding the context of the experiment (Oppenheimer, Meyvis, & Davidenko, 2009),
participants who incorrectly answered the manipulation check were removed from the analysis.
Approximately 77 participants were removed from the analysis in this process, the implications
of which will be discussed later. Of these 77 participants, 34 participants were removed from the
group witness condition and 43 participants were removed from the solitary witness condition.
A series of one-way ANOVA’s were conducted to determine if any notable group
differences were present between the individuals who were deleted from the dataset due to the
manipulation check and those who were kept. Among the individuals removed from the
analyses, 40 identified as male, 32 identified as female, and 5 did not respond with their gender
identity, leaving the gender distribution in the dataset with only correctly answered manipulation
checks approximately the same with 106 girls, 84 boys, and 6 non-identifying individuals
constituting the final sample (N = 196). For those who participants who did not respond with
their gender or those “other” in the final sample; these cases were deleted listwise in analyses
involving gender identity.
Separate univariate analyses were conducted to analyze the potential differences in outcome
variables between those who answered the MC correctly and those who answered incorrectly.
With regard to dependent variables, participants’ endorsement of defending on the Defender
Composite did not significantly differ between those who answered the manipulation check
(MC) correctly (M = 38.02, SD = 6.44) and those who incorrectly answered the MC (M = 37.23,
SD = 6.29), F(1, 268) = .695, p > .05. Physical Defending did not significantly differ between
those who answered the MC correctly (M = 5.15, SD = 2.73) and those who did not answer the
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MC correctly (M = 4.72, SD = 2.90), F(1, 268) = 1.228, p > .05. Additionally, endorsement of
Outsider behavior was not different among those answering the MC correctly (M = 9.66, SD =
3.97) versus those who did not (M = 9.71, SD = 3.60), F(1, 268) = .009, p > .05.
With regard to independent variables, participants who answered the MC correctly did
not have significantly different levels of Empathy (M = 29.00, SD = 6.80) than those who
answered the MC incorrectly (M = 29.18, SD = 6.22), F(1, 268) = .036, p > .05. Attitudes
toward Aggression did not differ significantly among those who answered the MC correctly (M
= 14.70, SD = 4.30) from those who answered the MC incorrectly (M = 14.97, SD = 4.68), F(1,
268) = .196, p > .05. Perceptions of Social Support did not differ significantly among those who
answered the MC correctly (M = 49.91, SD = 12.88) from those who answered the MC
incorrectly (M = 51.85, SD = 14.15), F(1, 268) = 1.132, p > .05.
In addition to examining group differences among variables involved in the analyses,
inspection of the distribution of race and ethnicity between the two groups also did not evidence
any notable differences. The racial and ethnic group make-ups are detailed below in Table 1.
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Table 1.
Group Comparisons for Race and Ethnicity Among Participants Removed
Race/Ethnicity
Amount in MC Correct
%
Amount in MC Incorrect
American Indian or
3
1.5
1
Alaska Native
Hawaiian or other
1
.5
0
Pacific Islander
Asian or Asian
8
4.1
2
American
Black or African
24
12.2
12
American
Hispanic or Latino
113
57.7
38
White/Non38
19.4
18
Hispanic
Other
2
1.0
1
Note. MC = Manipulation Check

%
1.4
0
2.7
16.4
52.1
25.0
1.4

Preliminary Analyses
Means and standard deviations of all dependent and independent variables were
examined. These descriptive statistics of all variables were investigated to determine
relationships among study variables (intercorrelations). To test normality of the data, a histogram
and plot of residuals was inspected. In order to determine homoscedasticity and linearity, a plot
of standardized residuals was also inspected.
Primary Analyses
In accordance with the outline from Aiken and West (1991), stepwise hierarchical
regression was performed as follows: During step one of regression, main effects were entered.
During step two, two-way interactions were entered. During step three, three-way interactions
were entered. All continuous predictor variables were mean centered and dichotomous variables,
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Gender and Witness condition, were dummy coded (0 = Female, 1 = Male; 0 = Group Witness
Condition, 1 = Solitary Witness Condition).
Hypothesis one predicted that gender would significantly predict the Defender Composite
in the context of the proposed five-predictor model. This prediction was examined by looking at
the main effect for Gender (0 = Female, 1 = Male) on the Defender Composite
Hypothesis two was examined by investigating the interaction between gender and
empathy on defending behavior. To examine the role of gender as a possible moderator in the
relationship between empathy and defending, hierarchical regression analyses were conducted
according to the outline from Aiken and West (1991). First, gender (dummy-coded) was entered
into the model, followed by empathy (mean-centered). Second, an interaction term was entered
into the model to represent the product term of empathy and gender. It was expected that this
product term would be significant when tested.
Hypothesis three(a) predicted that Empathy would demonstrate a significant, positive
relationship with the Defender Composite in the context of the five-predictor model. This
hypothesis was examined through investigation of the main effect of Empathy on the Defender
Composite. Hypothesis three(b) predicted that levels of Empathy will be significantly inversely
related to the Outsider Composite. This effect was examined by investigating the main effect for
Empathy in the five-predictor model related to outsider behaviors.
Hypothesis four(a) predicted that participants with greater perceptions of social support
will be more likely to endorse defending behaviors. This was examined by investigating the main
effect for perceived social support (mean-centered) on defending behavior derived from the
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defending composite of the DORBS. Hypothesis four(b) predicted that Perceptions of Social
Support would be inversely related to the Outsider Composite.
Hypothesis five predicted that participants in the group witness condition would be more
likely to endorse defending behaviors than those witnessing a bullying scenario alone. Witness
Condition was dummy coded. This was examined by investigating the main effect of witness
condition.
Hypothesis six was examined by investigating the interaction between witness condition
and perceived social support on defending behavior. To examine the role of Witness Condition
as a possible moderator in the relationship between Perceptions of Social Support and defending,
hierarchical regression analyses were conducted according to the outline from Aiken and West
(1991). First, perceived Social Support (mean-centered) was entered into the model, followed by
Witness Condition (dummy-coded). Second, an interaction term was entered into the model to
represent the product term of Witness Condition and Perceptions of Social Support.
Hypothesis seven predicted that Attitudes toward Aggression would be inversely related
to the Defender Composite. This hypothesis was examined by investigating the main effect of
Attitudes toward Aggression in the five-predictor model examining defender actions.
Hypothesis eight proposed the moderating effect of Attitudes toward Aggression on the
relationship between Perceptions of Social Support and the Defender Composite. This was
examined by investigating the interaction between attitudes toward aggression and social support
on defending behavior. To examine the role of Attitudes toward Aggression as a possible
moderator in the relationship between social support and defending behaviors, hierarchical
regression analyses will be conducted (Aiken & West, 1991). First, Attitudes toward Aggression

48
(mean-centered) was entered into the model, followed by social support (mean-centered).
Secondly, an interaction term was created to represent the interaction between Attitudes toward
Aggression and social support.
Hypothesis nine proposed the moderating effect of Attitudes toward Aggression on the
relationship between Empathy and the Defender Composted. Hypothesis nine was examined by
investigating the interaction between empathy and attitudes toward aggression on defending
behavior. To examine the role of attitudes toward aggression as a possible moderator in the
relationship between empathy and defending, hierarchical regression analyses will be conducted
(Aiken & West, 1991). First, Empathy (mean-centered) and Attitudes toward Aggression (meancentered) were entered into the model alongside. Second, a product term to represent the
interaction between Empathy and Attitudes toward Aggression was created.
Hypothesis ten proposed a three-way interaction between Gender, Witness Condition,
and Perceptions of Social Support on the outcome of Physical Defending. This three-way
interaction was examined by investigating the interaction between witness condition, gender, and
social support. It is predicted that in the group witness condition, perceptions of social support
would differ significantly by gender, but this difference would not be found in the solitary
witness condition. The three variables, Gender (dummy-coded), Witness Condition (dummycoded), and Social Support (mean-centered) were entered into the model, respectively. Secondly,
three pairs of two-way interaction terms were entered into the model derived from all possible
two-way interactions among these predictor variables. Lastly, a three-way interaction term was
into the model to represent the product term for the three-way relationship.
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS
Assumptions
Means and standard deviations of the variables were inspected for normal distribution
patterns. Furthermore, linearity of variables was determined by examining plots of the residual
data points. The graphs and plots of these points were inspected and determined to display
linearity.
Overall, the amount of cases to predictor variables was mostly over 20:1, suggesting
sufficient sample size. Given the consideration of a manipulation which required a betweensubjects design, a power analysis was conducted. It was determined that at a 95% confidence
rate, 107 participants were needed per condition for appropriate power. The between subjects
design produced a sample size slightly underpowered according to this estimate, with 102
participants making up the Group Witness Condition and 94 participants making up the Solitary
Witness Condition.
Inspection of missing data in the final sample revealed that one participants did not
complete the Perceptions of Social Support scale. This participant was deleted from data
analyses involving this measure. Twelve participants were missing spurious responses in
continuous survey measures. For these participants, over 80% of their responses were present (on
an 8 item scale, 7 were answered, for example). For these participants, their missing responses
were mean imputed based upon their surrounding answers on the respective scales.
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Preliminary Analyses
All means and standard deviations for variables are within Table 2. A Gender (Male,
Female) by Grade Level (4th, 5th) MANOVA was conducted on the dependent variables.
Analyses revealed significant multivariate effects for Gender, Roy’s Largest Root = .140, F(1,
188), p < .05, and Grade, Roy’s Largest Root = .045, F(1, 188), p < .05, on the outcomes
variables (Defender Composite, Physical Defender, and Outsider Composite). No significant
GradeXGender interactions were detected among the outcome variables, Roy’s Largest Root =
.021, F(3, 185) = 1.255, p > .05. Participants in fourth grade were more likely than their
counterparts to endorse defending actions overall, F(1, 188) = 4.876, p < .05, and less likely to
endorse outsider actions overall, F(1, 188) = 4.308, p < .05. In the current study, males were
more likely to endorse Physical Defending, F(1, 188) = 1.197, p < .001.
Additionally, a Gender (Male, Female) by Grade Level (4th, 5th) MANOVA was conducted
on the continuous predictor variables. Analyses revealed significant multivariate effects for
Gender, Roy’s Largest Root = .148, F(1, 188) = 9.054, p < .05, but not Grade, Roy’s Largest
Root = .010, F(1, 188) = .623, p > .05, on the predictor variables examined (Empathy, Attitudes
toward Aggression, and Perceptions of Social Support). No significant multivariate effect of the
GradeXGender interaction was detected among the predictor variables, Roy’s Largest Root =
.027, F(3, 185) = 1.673, p > .05. Males and females differed significantly in their endorsement of
Empathy and Attitudes toward Aggression, though they did not differ significantly in their
Perceptions of Social Support. Follow-up Univariate analyses revealed the average score in
levels of Empathy among females (M = 30.95, SD = 6.13) was significantly higher than the
average score in Empathy among male participants (M = 26.69, SD = 6.77), F(1, 188) = 13.373,
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p < .001. The average score in Attitudes toward Aggression also significantly differed among
females (M = 13.57, SD = 3.66) and males (M = 16.22, SD = 4.67), F(1, 188) = 9.278, p < .001,
with males obtaining higher scores. Perceptions of Social Support (from classmates) did not
differ by whether a participant was female (M = 50.56, SD = 13.81) or male (M = 48.98, SD =
11.78), F(1, 188) = .409, p > .05.
Overview of Primary Analyses
A series of multiple regressions were conducted to test Hypotheses 1-10. These analyses
were performed to test main effects of variables and interactions (Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken,
1983). First the Gender (0 = Female; 1 = Male) and Witness Condition (0 = Solitary Witness
Condition; 1 = Group Witness Condition) were dummy coded as dichotomous categorical
variables and were utilized as predictor variables in conjunction with the continuous variables of
Empathy, perceptions of Social Support (from classmates), and Attitudes toward Aggression.
The three continuous predictor variables were mean-centered. The Defender Composite, Physical
Defender, and Outsider Composite were used as the dependent variables within three separate
stepwise regression models. Scores for the aforementioned outcome variables were taken as raw
totals prior to centering. As suggested by Cohen and colleagues (1983), main effects were
entered in Step 1, followed by hypothesized two-way interactions in Step 2, followed by the
three-way interaction in Step 3. Higher order interaction terms were plotted using Microsoft
Excel. Unstandardized regression coefficients were used to plot the interactions. For continuous
moderators, a formula using the mean, one standard deviation above the mean, and one standard
deviation below the mean was used for plotting.
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Descriptive Statistics
Table 2 displays means and standard deviations of all measured variables. The correlation
data for all measured variables are within Table 3.
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Table 2.
Means and Standard Deviations of Variables
Variable
Female
4th
M

Male

5th

SD

M

4th

Combined

SD

M

SD

M

5th

SD

Combined

M

SD

M

SD

DORBS
Defender
Composite

39.61

4.61

36.56

6.13

38.19

5.61

39.64

6.17

36.59

8.38

38.25

7.38

Physical
Defender

4.79

2.59

4.26

2.46

4.53

2.53

6.61

2.90

5.51

2.58

6.11

2.79

Outsider
Composite

8.80

3.08

10.11

3.88

9.45

3.55

9.22

3.29

10.47

5.31

9.80

4.35

Empathy

31.18

5.62

30.72

6.65

30.95

6.13

26.92

6.41

26.41

7.24

26.69

6.77

ATA

13.20

3.52

13.94

3.78

13.57

3.67

16.89

4.23

15.43

4.88

16.22

4.67

SS

49.04

13.73

52.09

12.84

50.56

13.81

48.98

14.05

48.99

8.50

48.98

11.78
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Table 3.
Intercorrelation Table for Variables Utilized
1.
2.
1. Defender Composite

2. Outsider Composite

3. Physical Defender

4. Gender

3.

4.

5.

7.

8.

---

-.515**

---

.464**

-.118

-.013

---

-.044

-.286**

---

5. Witness Condition

.178*

-.068

.053

6. SS

.177*

-.093

-.088

.060

7. Empathy

.439**

-.377**

-.069

.314**

.12

-.247**

.386**

-.305**

-.087

8. ATA

6.

.314**

---

-.050

---

.255**
-.173*

---.486**

---

*Correlation is significant at the p < .05 level; **Correlation is significant at the p < .01 level
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Bystander Response to a Bullying Vignette
It was predicted that Empathy, Gender, Perceptions of Social Support (SS), Attitudes
Toward Aggression (ATA), and Witness Condition would be significantly related to defender
and outsider responses to a vignette depicting bullying. Hypotheses regarding these variables
were made for main effects as well as higher order interaction terms.
Defender Behavior
Regarding participant endorsement of defending behavior, the overall model of Step 1
(main effects), which included Gender, Witness Condition, Empathy, ATA, and SS was
significant. This five-predictor model explained a significant portion of the variance in
endorsement of defending behavior, R2 = .223, F(4, 186) = 10.499, p < .001. Five hypotheses
were made to predict the unique ability of the aforementioned variables to explain variance in the
Defender Composite outcome. It was proposed that Empathy and SS would display positive,
significant relationships with defending, whereas ATA was proposed to be negatively related to
defending. Gender was hypothesized to be a significant predictor such that female participants
would be more likely to endorse defending behaviors than male participants. Furthermore,
Witness Condition was hypothesized to impact endorsement of defending such that individuals
viewing the bullying situation alone (versus with friends) were proposed to be less likely to
endorse defending a victim.
The following statements outline the proposed five-predictor model in its association to
the Defender Composite. Step 1: Gender, Witness Condition, Empathy, Attitudes toward
Aggression, and Perceptions of Social Support. Following the main effects, two-way interactions
in Step 2. Two-way interactions included expected relationship of Perceptions of Social
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SupportXWitness Condition, EmpathyXGender, EmpathyXAttitudes toward Aggression,
Perceptions of Social SupportXAttitudes toward Aggression.
Two of the independent variables were unique significant predictors in this five-predictor
model. Gender was a significant predictor of Defending behavior, -.167, t(186) = -2.385, p <
.05, with girls reporting more defending behavior overall (the standardized regression weight
revealed a -.167 change in the Defender Composite as the dichotomous variable of Gender
shifted from female to male.) In addition, Empathy was a unique, significant predictor of
Defending behavior, .402, t(186) = 5.15, p < .001. Hypotheses one and two were supported
by these findings. Hypothesis one, proposing that Gender would significantly explain the
variance in defending outcomes, was supported in that males endorsed the Defender Composite
at lower rates than female participants. Hypothesis two proposed that a positive association
would be evidenced between Empathy and the Defender Composite. Additional hypotheses that
proposed the unique predictive quality of ATA, SS and Witness Condition were not supported as
ATA, SS, and Witness Condition did not display unique predictive utility in the context of the
comprehensive regression model. Main effects are displayed in Table 4.
Proposed two-way interactions for the Defender Composite consisted of Gender by
Empathy (Hypothesis 2), Attitudes toward Aggression by Perceptions of Social Support
(Hypothesis 8), and Attitudes toward Aggression by Empathy (Hypothesis 9). Entering the
hypothesized two way interactions into the model in Step 2 resulted in a non-significant change
in variance explained, providing no support for the proposed higher-order interactions
hypothesized with this outcome. See Table 4 for a summary of the multiple regression analysis
results for the endorsement of defending behaviors.
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Table 4.
Regression Analysis of Defending Behaviors and Independent Variables
Step

1

2

Independent
Variable
Gender*
Condition
Empathy***
ATA
SS
Gender*
Condition
Empathy**
ATA
SS
SSXCondition
EmpathyXGender
EmpathyXATA
SSXATA

B

SE B



R2

-2.155
1.537
.383
-.092
.046
-1.826
1.671
.462
-.009
.081
-.077
-.185
.071
-.001

.903
.844
.074
.113
.034
.924
.842
.107
.124
.047
.065
.138
.011
.007

-.167
.120
.402
-.062
.094
-.141
.131
.485
-.006
.047
-.112
-.137
.134
-.012

.223***

.257***

∆R2

.034

*Significant at the .05 level **Significant at the .01 level ***Significant at the .001 level

Outsider Behavior
The five-predictor model proposed above, with regard to the outcome of Defending, was
also utilized in a largely exploratory fashion with Outsider Behavior. Amidst this five-factor
model, it was predicted that Attitudes toward Aggression would display a positive association
with the Outsider Composite while Perceptions of Social Support and Empathy would show a
significantly negative associations with outsider behavior. Furthermore, it was proposed that
individuals would be more likely to endorse the Outsider Composite items in the context of
witnessing a bullying scenario alone than those within a group context. Boys were predicted to
endorse the Outsider Composite at higher rates than girls. These main effects of the multiple
regression analysis were entered in Step 1: Gender, Witness Condition, Empathy, Attitudes
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toward Aggression, and Perceptions of Social Support. Following the main effects, two-way
interactions in Step 2. Proposed two-way interactions included SSXCondition,
EmpathyXGender, EmpathyXATA, and SSXATA.
The overall model of Step 1 (main effects), which included participant-reported Gender,
Witness Condition, Empathy, Attitudes toward Aggression, and Perceptions of Social Support,
was significant. This five-predictor model explained a significant portion of the variance in
endorsement of the Outsider Composite, R2 = .176, F(4, 186) = 6.863, p < .001. In step one, both
Attitudes toward Aggression, .288, t(186) = 4.076, p < .05, and Empathy, -.111, t(186)
= -2.391, p < .05, were unique significant predictors. That is, Attitudes toward Aggression was
positively associated with Outsider Behavior and Empathy displayed a negative association with
Outsider Behavior. 
In Step 2 of the stepwise regression analysis, in which two-way interaction terms were
entered, the overall model was significant, R2 = .302, F(4, 186) = 8.592, p < .001. Additionally,
the ∆R2 was significant, p < .001.
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Table 5.
Regression Analysis of Outsider Behaviors and Independent Variables
Independent
B
SE B
R2
∆R2

Variable
1
Gender
.893
.567
.113
.176***
Condition
-.059
.529
-.008
Empathy*
-.111
.047
-.192
ATA*
.288
.071
.319
SS
-.001
.021
-.002
2
Gender
.261
.550
.033
.290***
.114***
Condition
-.202
.501
-.026
Empathy*
-.058
.064
-.100
ATA*
.133
.074
.147
SS
-.028
.028
.094
SSXCondition
.064
.039
.152
EmpathyXGender
-.032
.082
-.384
EmpathyXATA*** -.027
.007
-.342
SSXATA
-.004
.004
-.067
*Significant at the .05 level **Significant at the .01 level ***Significant at the .001 level
Step

As previously stated, Empathy and Attitudes toward Aggression were both significantly
associated with Outsider behaviors, such that as Empathy was negatively associated with
Outsider behaviors and Attitudes toward Aggression were positively associated with Outsider
behaviors. Hypothesis 3b proposed the inverse relationship between Empathy and the Outsider
Composite and thus was confirmed in these findings. Furthermore, there was a significant
interaction between Empathy and Attitudes toward Aggression in Step 2, -.342, t(186) = 3.962, p < .001. In order to understand the nature of this significant interaction, regression lines
were plotted using Microsoft Excel. The plotted interaction is in Figure 1. Individuals endorsing
permissive attitudes toward aggressive acts (High ATA) and lower levels of Empathy were most
likely to endorse items within the Outsider Composite. Empathy acted as a buffering variable as
those with higher Attitudes toward Aggression, but also carrying higher levels of Empathy, were
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significantly less likely to identify with the Outsider Composite items than their counterparts
with lower levels of Empathy.

30

Outsider Behavior

25
20
15

Low ATA

10

High ATA

5
0
Low Empathy

High Empathy

Figure 1. Interaction between Attitudes toward Aggression and Empathy on Outsider Behaviors.
Physical Defender
The following statements outline the hierarchical linear regression utilized to investigate
Physical Defending, a subcomposite score from the Defender Composite. Step 1: Gender,
Witness Condition, Empathy, Attitudes toward Aggression, and Perceptions of Social Support.
Following the main effects, two-way interactions in Step 2. Then, the proposed three-way
interaction was entered in Step 3.
Regarding participant endorsement of physical defending behaviors, the overall model of
Step 1 (main effects), which included Gender, Witness Condition, Empathy, ATA, and SS, was
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significant. Two-way interactions proposed included SSXCondition, SSXGender,
ConditionXGender, and EmpathyXGender.
Two variables (Gender and Attitudes toward Aggression) were significant predictors of
Physical Defending. This five-predictor model explained a significant portion of the variance in
endorsement of physical defending behavior, R2 = .163, F(4, 186) = 7.123, p < .001.
Main effects were entered in Step 1 of the regression model. In this sample, Attitudes
toward Aggression were positively related to Physical Defending, .319, t(186) =4.053, p <
.001. Furthermore, participants’ Gender displayed a significant relationship with Physical
Defending behavior in response to the vignette, .232, t(186) = 3.202, p < .05. Boys were
more likely to endorse items detailing physical modes of intervention that girls were.
Higher order interaction terms entered in Step 2 did not go above and beyond the main
effects model to explain a unique portion of the variance in Physical defending (∆R2 = .050, p >
.05). Thus, the higher-order interaction terms were not significant predictors in this model and
Hypothesis Ten was not supported.
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Table 6. 
Regression Analysis of Physical Defending Behaviors and Independent Variables
Independent Variable
B
SE B
R2
∆R2

Gender**
1.288
.402
.232
.163***
Condition
.267
.376
.049
Empathy
.059
.033
.145
ATA***
.204
.050
.319
SS
-.010
.015
-.048
2
Gender**
1.088
.409
.196
.213***
.050
Condition
.389
.373
.071
Empathy
.070
.047
.172
ATA***
.265
.055
.415
SS
-.012
.021
-.057
SSXCondition
.001
.029
.004
SSXGender
.030
.033
.114
ConditionXGender
.967
.765
.160
EmpathyXGender
.014
.061
-.089
EmpathyXATA
-.052
.005
.146
SSXATA
.004
.003
.098
3
Gender*
1.073
.416
.193
.214***
.001
Condition
.376
.378
-.068
Empathy
.071
.048
.175
ATA***
.267
.056
.419
SS
-.012
.021
-.058
SSXCondition
-.006
.040
-.019
SSXGender
.046
.046
.174
ConditionXGender
.961
.767
.159
EmpathyXGender
-.053
.062
-.091
EmpathyXATA
.008
.005
.005
SSXATA
.004
.003
.101
SSXGenderXCondition -.031
.045
-.082
*Significant at the .05 level **Significant at the .01 level ***Significant at the .001 level
Step
1
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION
The purpose of this study was to investigate the endogenous and exogenous factors
associated with endorsement of bystander behavior in situations where bullying is occurring.
Namely, the present study sought to identify factors that contribute to one’s willingness to
actively intervene versus to passively stand by or endorse approval of bullying. Many empirical
investigations of this sort have been one-dimensional in approaching the complex interactions of
cognitions and context. That is, few studies have been able to capture a social-cognitive approach
to bystander behavior.
Preliminary Findings. Preliminary analyses were performed to evaluate potential gender
and grade-level differences among the variables studied. Gender differences were present among
the constructs of empathy and attitudes toward aggression, such that female participants
endorsed higher levels of empathy and more disapproving attitudes toward aggression, the
implications of which will be discussed in sections below within the elaborations on the research
questions. Such findings are consistent with prior literature stating that female participants may
identify as more empathic and less antisocial, on average (Moffitt, 1993). Gender differences
also emerged in endorsement of defending in a physical nature, such that boys were more likely
to defend in this manner. This finding is later discussed and interpreted in alignment from a
study of similar design performed by Flewelling (2013).
Additionally, grade-level differences were found among the outcome variables used
within the study. Younger students (in fourth grade) were more likely to align themselves with
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defender role actions than their counterparts in fifth grade. Furthermore, outsider behavior also
differed significantly by grade, such that fifth grade students were more likely than participants
in fourth grade to align themselves with actions of an outsider. Using a multi-level analysis,
Pozzoli, Gini, and Vieno (2012) found that perceived expectations from peers to intervene and
assist a victim resulted in a stronger negative relationship with passive outsider behavior among
their middle school participants than elementary participants. This is a finding consistent with
related literature given that peer dynamics differ greatly between the primary and elementary
years. That is, individuals are more likely to be inundated in peer expectancy and influence
during secondary years as opposed to the more moderate influence of peers in primary years
(Schäfer et al., 2005). This contrast in peer context is said to greatly impact bullying roles. In a
review by Schäfer and colleagues (2005), it was highlighted that early- to mid-primary students
may exercise more volition to exit peer dynamics when undesirable or directly confront socially
transgressive acts, such as bullying a peer. However, a sense of coldness toward victims is said
to arise as individuals gear up for and enter secondary settings, in part explained by the increased
reliance on peer validation (Juvonen & Galvan, 2008).
Whereas the primary analyses showed that, once controlling for levels of empathy, girls
were on average more likely to identify with the defender role than boys; boys were more likely
to identify with physical defending items. Such an effect was found in Flewelling’s investigation
of a similar age-group. The disproportionately physical nature of bullying among boys has been
well-documented within the literature base (for a review, see a meta-analysis by Cook and
colleagues, 2010). However, the pronounced willingness of boys to physical act in intervention is
a novel finding, particularly when considering that they may not be likely to defend at greater
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rates overall. Upon examination of the items administered that make up the Physical Defender
subcomposite, they are loaded with action items that are undoubtedly aggressive, hence the
rational relationship with both participant gender and participant mentality toward aggressive
acts.
Main Analyses.
````````````````````````````````````````````````````````````````````````````````````````It was
hypothesized that participant gender, empathy, attitudes toward aggression, perceptions of social
support, and witness condition (alone or group) would significantly explain the variance in
bystander behavior measured as response to a bullying vignette. Specifically, most hypotheses in
the present study centered on defending behavior, as to investigate a model that may contribute
to the literature base that informs and shape intervention efforts to equip students to be active
defenders. A secondary piece of this study was an investigation of passive outsider behavior
during bullying. Thirdly, another outcome defined as physical defending, a subscale of the
defending scale was investigated to expand upon prior findings from Flewelling (2013) that
indicated the Physical Defending subscale may be more so related to physical action than the act
of defending itself. The findings for research questions related to each role orientation are
discussed below.

Research Question 1: How does Gender relate to bystander behavior among individuals in the
developmental stage of late childhood?
The study of gender identity and social behavior is a staple among empirical studies of
group dynamics. In particular, bullying literature has developed evidence to suggest that males
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and females may possess distinct attitudes regarding and behave differently during instances of
bullying, in part activated by the group context (O’Connell, Pepler, & Craig, 1999). That is,
gendered roles may have transactional effect in how boys maintain more involvement overall in
bullying (Veenstra et al., 2005).
In light of findings within the bullying literature base, it was hypothesized in the current
student that female participants would endorse the defending and support of a victim of bullying
more so than their male counterparts. Studies have shown that overall, beginning in the
developmental stage of preadolescence, girls may actively identify themselves more so as a
defender and they are more likely to be nominated by peers as a defender (Salmivalli et al. 1996;
Veenstra et al. 2005). However, this is not universally true as some studies have found either no
significant gender differences in defending and some research has found that boys may endorse
defending at higher rates (Flewelling, 2013; Nickerson & Mele-Taylor, 2014).
In the regression model examining defending behavior, gender was a significant predictor
in defending behavior. In the current study, girls were more likely to endorse the defending items
than boys. This is consistent with prior evidence highlighting the importance of gender in
bystander investigations. Whereas some research has presented non-significant associations with
gender and defending (Nickerson, Mele, & Princiotta, 2008), the majority of literature on
bystander behavior has pinpointed female participants as more likely to defend. This has not only
been found through correlational self-report methods (Crapanzano, Frick, Childs, & Terranova,
2011), but also through peer-nomination strategies (Salmivalli et al., 1996; Veenstra et al., 2005).
Thus, there is evidence that girls may, on average, be more likely to see themselves and be seen
by others fulfilling the defender role that their male-identifying counterparts. Notably, the current
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study aligns itself with self-report as peer nominations were not obtained. Thus, the historical
limitation of self-report when investigating self-identified traits persist in the current study. The
current study has no way to parcel out whether girls truly actively defend more or just perceive
themselves as more likely to defend in real-time.
Significant gender differences also emerged among measurement of empathy and
attitudes toward aggression (consistent with past literature reviewed and results obtain from
Nickerson, Mele, & Princiotta, 2008). Pellegrini and Bartini (2000) outlined a social framework
during the late primary years that emphasized heightened social-dominance motivation among
boys. That is, as boys gear up to enter the secondary setting, they are said to exercise more
tactics and subscribe to more attitudes that reflect a desire to reach the top of the social hierarchy.
The foundations of this theory appear to be reflected in this study, in that boys carried more
permissive attitudes toward aggression and lower empathy, and the comprehensive regression
model investigating defending behavior indicated the heightened chance for girls to identify as a
more prosocial role. Taken together, the current investigation into gender and bullying role
orientation largely confirms existing evidence to the literature base on defending. The current
study did not provide novel contribution to the knowledge base on the relationship between
gender and the passive outsider role as no significant association emerged between these
variables.
Whereas much research has aligned such findings with social learning in gender
dichotomous society, recent empirical evidence has revealed the likely multidimensionality of
such claims. Perceptions of gender and its relationship to bystander behavior have not been
extensively studied among developmental periods prior to late adolescence and adulthood.
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However, among this related literature, men who experience distress from non-normative gender
expression display negative associations with defending action during victimization and greater
perceptions of negative outcomes regarding defending (Leone, Parrott, Swartout, & Tharp,
2016). As with much research in the empirical literature base on bystander intervention, Leone
and colleagues employed views toward sexual aggression as an outcome, rather than childhood
bullying. Despite the focus of bystander paradigms typically relating to older samples and
adolescent to adult issues (Fischer et al., 2011), the foundations of gendered bystander (in)action
appear to take hold during pre-adolescence based upon the findings in the current study.
Research Question 2: How does Empathy relate to bystander behavior among individuals in the
developmental stage of late childhood?
The predictive quality of empathy is a well-supported finding among the literature base
on defending behavior and more broadly, helping behavior (For a review, see Eisenberg &
Miller, 1996). Empathy has consistently demonstrated a positive association with prosocial acts
across decades of research (Eisenberg & Miller, 1988; Padilla-Walker, Coyne, Collier, &
Nielson, 2015). However, empathy does not always definitively differentiate behavior during
bullying. Not only does direct bullying not always inversely relate to empathy. In other words,
higher levels of empathy in past investigations have not always played out to result in active
defending of a bullied victim. Gini and colleagues (2008) found that peer-nominated passive
bystanders and defenders possessed about equivalent levels of cognitive empathy (essentially
explained as declarative knowledge of what is right and wrong), though all of these bystanders
(passive or defender) had overall higher levels of empathy than peer-nominated bullies. Other
studies investigating bystander behavior have found that individuals higher in trait empathy are

69
more likely to fulfill the roles of defender or outsider than the bully (Flewelling, 2013;
Nickerson, Mele, & Princiotta, 2008). In the current study, empathy was positively related with
defending and negatively related with outsider actions.
As predicted and in line with prior studies, empathy served as a significant predictor of
the more prosocial domain of the defending outcome in the current study. Empathy was
positively associated with defending actions (Hypothesis 3a). In a recent review of 40 studies
investigating the relationship between empathy and bullying roles, empathy was overwhelmingly
related to defending outcomes (van Noorden, Haselager, Cillissen, & Bukowski, 2015). Research
has suggested the effect of empathy on defending outcomes is enhanced among boys during the
period of adolescence, though girls may still evidence overall heightened identification as
defenders (Caravita et al., 2009). Thus, it was hypothesized in the current study that a similar
effect would be observed among boys in the pre-adolescent sample (Hypothesis 2). No such
interaction effect was found. Consistent with prior research, girls reported overall higher levels
of defending, a main effect discussed in the aforementioned section on gender.
Furthermore, empathy demonstrated a negative, significant association with the outsider
composite (Hypothesis 3b). This finding is consistent with past investigations that have revealed
empathy is inversely related to antisocial acts (Eisenberg & Miller, 1988). Furthermore, the
review previously mentioned (van Noorden et al., 2015) was only able to review two existing
studies investigating empathy and bystander passivity, finding relatively consistent results. One
study reviewed (Belacchi & Farina, 2012) found that affective aspects of empathy (i.e. personal
distress) were negatively related to bystander passivity. This current study extends these findings
by finding a relationship between a primarily cognitive aspect of empathy utilized (i.e.
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perspective-taking) and the outsider behaviors. The other study reviewed for the purposes of van
Noorden et al. (2015) no longer found an effect of empathy on bystander passivity when
controlling for gender. The current study found such an effect in the context of gender, despite
no presence of interacting effects between the two variables.
The inclusion of empathy as a study variable has been put into operation in many
different ways. For example, in the aforementioned study by Nickerson et al. (2008), Empathy
was operationalized as “empathic concern in relation to the problems of bullying and
victimization” (p. 693). Other studies, such as those of Balacchi and Farini (2012) and Caravita
and colleagues (2009), conceptualize the variable, measured free from direct ties to bullying or
victimization, as a multidimensional construct, consisting of cognitive and affective components.
This two-factor structure enters the realm of an ongoing debate within the higher order social
cognition arena. In a recent factor-analysis investigation using the adult version of the
Interpersonal Reactivity Index (Davis, 1983), Chrysikou and Thompson (2015) found no support
for the two-factor distinction over and above Davis’ original conceptualization. Thus, prior
research differentiating the two may be interpreted with caution, particularly with the notion in
mind that subscales that make up “affective empathy” in prior studies have been noted to diverge
from other empathy scales (Johnson, Cheek, & Smither, 1983) and negatively relate with
Perspective-Taking (Chrysikou & Thompson, 2015). Thus, in the current study, in the interest of
brevity for time constraints and in conciseness, Perspective-Taking was chosen to represent the
construct of Empathy. Paramount social cognitive research has stated that shared representations
of self and other are the most clearly elucidated pathways to empathy (Decety & Sommerville,
2003).
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Given the robust existing literature on empathy, the question remained of how robust
other predictors would be once this covariate with precedent was taken into account. As
indicated within the section outlining results, the answer to this question in the case of the
defender composite was none other than gender. In exploratory analyses, the predictor variables
of attitudes toward aggression perceptions of social support and witness condition all become
significant when empathy was removed from the model. This model (excluding empathy) still
explained a significant amount of the variance in defending behavior Thus, empathy is proposed
to account for considerable variance in endorsement of defending behavior as it acts to usurp
variance from otherwise significant predictors, though it is likely not the only contributing factor
to bystander behavior. Thus, future investigations ought to take this variable into account to
place exploratory to stringent statistical testing.
Notably, the study sample carried a mean empathy endorsement of approximately 28 out
of the maximum 40 raw points. Thus, this sample represented a relatively prosocial and empathic
pool of participants. Cutoffs do not exist for “high” and “low” empathy on this scale and thus, it
cannot be determined at what threshold the sample is truly high in empathy, however, this
average endorsement of empathy is approximately 70% in the sample. Therefore, it can be
determined that the range of responses may be restricted and interpretability may be limited in
light of this restriction.

Research Question 3: How do Perceptions of Social Support from classmates relate to bystander
behavior among individuals in the developmental stage of late childhood?
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Whereas the former research variables possess more background into their associations
with the bullying context, perceptions of social support currently remains scant in investigation
of its influence on bystander actions. In the current study, in was proposed that perceptions of
social support (from classmates) would serve as an enabling factor for active defending and
would relate positively to the defending (Hypothesis 4a). In the context of the five-predictor
model, which included empathy, this predictor was not significant. However, when empathy was
removed from the model, perceptions of was significantly positively associated with the
defending. No relationship was shown in any circumstance to the outsider behavior or physical
defending.
In remaining consistent with the analyses including empathy, perceptions of social
support did not appear to be a robust predictor of bystander behavior in the current study. As
previously stated, this variable was a novel contribution to the literature base and exploratory in
nature. Prior findings have related perceptions of social support to various prosocial outcomes
(Becker & Summers, 2010; Rueger, Malecki, & Demaray, 2010). Despite the prediction of a
positive association between Perceptions of Social Support and prosociality (defender
composite), no such relationship was found. However, in a Five-Factor model employing all core
predictors (attitudes toward aggression, perceptions of social support, gender, witness condition,
and empathy) in their predictive ability for defending items that did not include physicality (all
items that were only verbal in defending nature), perceptions of social support was a significant
predictor.
Furthermore, it was proposed that perceptions of social support would moderate the
relationship between attitudes toward aggression and bystander behavior (Hypothesis 4a) such
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that individuals with heightened perceptions of social support and lower attitudes toward
aggression will be significantly more likely to endorse defending. Laner, Benin, and Ventrone
(2001) actually found individuals’ identification with aggressive acts and social dominance to be
an enabling factor for intervention during victimization. The current study sought to challenge
these findings amidst a sample in pre-adolescence. However, no evidence was found for this
hypothesis. Whereas Laner, and colleagues (2001) found that individuals who identified with
aggressive acts and as stronger than others were more likely to intervene in a scenario of
victimization, the current study does not extend these findings by adding the explanatory utility
of one’s perceived support from classmates.

Research Question 4: How does Witness Condition relate to bystander behavior among
individuals in the developmental stage of late childhood?
Hypotheses 5 and 6 sought to expand social psychological literature into the bystander
domain. Primarily, it was proposed that individuals would feel more empowered to defend
within a group context (Hypothesis 5) and this effect would be enhanced in the case that these
group-witnessing individuals carried heightened perceptions of support from their classmates
(Hypothesis 6). No support in the current study was found for either hypothesis.
Latané and Nada (1981) refined their widely acclaimed “bystander effect” phenomenon
by putting forth the notion of “audience inhibition”. This phenomenon was said to explain that,
while in the presence of others, individuals may experience restriction of a certain behavior.
Namely, they may experience inhibition from doing the very thing they declaratively express to
be the “right” thing. The current study sought to challenge this notion in having some
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participants imagine themselves viewing a bullying scenario “with two friends” and some
viewing a scenario alone. The unique predictive effect of witness condition was hypothesized in
Hypothesis five. It was predicted that participants would be more likely to intervene (endorse
defending) when viewing a scenario within a group context, given that individuals in the stage of
pre-adolescence are likely to still be within a concrete operational stage of thinking and were
thought in the current study to likely view their peers as fellow helpers. It was proposed that
those higher in perceptions of support from peers, for example, would then have a catalyst into
surpassing social risk and would endorse active defending options at a higher rate than those
witnessing bullying in solitude.
Hypothesis six proposed the moderating nature of witness condition on the relationship
between perceptions of social support and defending behavior. It was hypothesized that the effect
of perceptions of social Support would show greatest effect in the Group Witness condition. No
such relationship was found in the current investigation. However, exploratory analyses found
the moderating role of witness condition on the relationship between experience with prior
victimization and endorsement of the defender composite. This relationship was such that
individuals were more likely to endorse the defender composite when witnessing the bullying
occur in solitude (no “friends”) and when they had endorsed higher amounts of victimization
personally experienced.
Hypothesis ten proposed a three-way interaction between witness condition, perceptions
of social support, and gender. The rationale for this proposed effect was derived from peer
deviancy research which has suggested that males, particularly in pre-adolescence and
adolescence are more susceptible to peer influence in deviancy. Thus, if the physicality was
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driving endorsement of the physical defending subcomposite, then it was proposed it would be
heightened among males who are witnessing bullying within a group context and perceive high
levels of support from classmates. The act of physically defending is undoubtedly a risky one,
and one which would draw upon a combination of security and identity. Nonetheless, support for
this three-way interaction was not derived.
Elaborations on the manipulation check may be found in the later section on limitations
and future directions of the study. However, it is worth mentioning that the high ration of missed
manipulation checks may point to a weakened effect of the witness condition. In other words, the
heightened demand on participants to retain the scenario through one modality (being read a
vignette) may have attenuated their in-vivo identification with witnessing a bullying scenario.
Thus, future studies ought to capitalize on this manipulation approach by inundating participants
with as many reminders as possible of the scenario they are supposed to be within.
The manipulation of risk was based upon the conceptualization that risk of immediate
harm would be reduced in the context of the group, potentiating action to defend a victim.
However, due to findings that the group context may provide a setting of lessened likeliness to
defend, the results may be interpreted in light of a different angle on social risk. That is,
individuals within a group context may perceive more harm to their social status by envisioning
the defense of a lower social status individual in the immediate presence of others in contrast to
when they would view the situation in solitude.
Research Question 5: How do Attitudes toward Aggression relate to bystander behavior among
individuals in the developmental stage of late childhood?
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Hypothesis seven predicted that attitudes toward aggression would negatively relate to
the defender composite. No association was found between attitudes toward aggression and
overall defending behavior. However, in the current study, attitudes toward aggression
significantly predicted outsider behavior in response to the bullying vignette, such that a positive
relationship was evidenced between attitudes toward aggression and the outsider composite. Past
research has found that when individuals carry attitudinal support of violence and aggression,
they are more likely to bully others (Espelage, Bosworth, & Simon, 2001). Whereas no prior
research has explicitly connected approval of aggressive acts to the outsider role, one study has
pinpointed a construct referred to as fatalism as a mediating variable between past experience
and bystander behavior (Li, Chen, Chen, & Wu, 2015). That is, individuals viewing events to be
left up to fate or chance were more likely to fulfill the role of outsider, particularly in the case of
extensive prior experience of being victimized. Measurement of aggression attitudes and beliefs
in this study was valenced with justification and rationalization of antisocial acts, conjoining
these findings with literature regarding rationalization of violence against victims. Furthermore,
disapproving attitudes toward aggression combined with heightened perceptions of support did
not catalyze actions to defend a victim as proposed (Hypothesis 8).
An interaction effect was proposed between attitudes toward aggression and empathy on
defending outcomes (Hypothesis 9). Though no support was found for this higher-order
interaction in defending, this interaction was found to significantly predict outsider behaviors.
Attitudes toward aggression moderated the relationship between empathy and outsider behavior
such that individuals high in attitudes toward aggression and low in empathy were significantly
more apt to endorse the outsider composite items. Thus, in confirmation of this hypothesis, this
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study contributes novel evidence of an intuitive inference regarding those to gravitate toward
bystander passivity. Lessened self-reported inclination to take the perspectives of others coupled
with more permissive beliefs regarding aggressive acts may inhibit prosocial defending.
Lessened empathy held for the victim and greater victim blame has been associated with
lessened likelihood of aiding the victim (Schacter, Greenberg, Juvonen, 2016). The mechanisms
by which individuals appraise lessened empathy and greater permissiveness of bullying are likely
varied, however, in the current study they are proposed to be rooted in stable attitudes toward
aggression. Gini, Pozzoli, and Bussey (2014) have found that individual (and collective) moral
disengagement associated positively with peer aggression. The research base is scant in direct
connections in attitudinal predecessors to moral disengagement, however. Bandura (1999)
originally conceptualized the one who morally disengages as the one who has had a history of
reinforcement with permissiveness of antisocial or malicious acts. Thus, in line with the
developmental period studied in the current study, the current findings provide evidence of early
formation of potentially ever-stabilizing cognitive approval for peer-victimization.
Furthermore, attitudes toward aggression were positively related to the physical
defending outcome. Previous research has connected surveyed attitudes with real-time
aggressive outcomes, such as verbal and physical peer aggression (McConville & Cornell, 2001).
A similar relationship within the physical defending outcome was evidenced in Flewelling’s
(2013) investigation among child participants of a similar age. This peculiar finding spurred the
impetus for hypothesis 10, which proposed an interacting effect between gender, perceptions of
social support, and witness condition. Due to this prior evidence that showed boys may be
inclined to the physicality measured in the physical defending items, heightened rates of physical

78
defending were proposed to be seen in the context of a group, and among boys who carried
heightened perceptions of support from their peers. Though this higher-order interaction was not
elucidated, a main effect was also revealed within the current study between gender and physical
defending, such that boys were more likely to endorse items on this outcome than their female
counterparts. Taken together, the aspect of physicality may be driving the relationship between
endorsement of defending in a physical manner, rather than pure altruistic intention. This finding
is relevant to interventions which would encourage or permit the defense of victims in a physical
manner, explaining that this method may potentially cause more harm than good due to its
evidence relationship to aggressive cognitions.
In the peer nomination strategy aforementioned by Gini and colleagues (2008) in their
investigation of bullying roles, active defenders and passive bystanders were both lower in peerrated proactive and reactive aggression than their counterparts who were identified as bullies.
The current study adds to this investigation by revealing the strong positive association between
those individuals higher and Attitudes toward Aggression and who would be more likely to
endorse outsider behavior in the context of victimization.
Conclusions, Limitations, and Future Directions
The current study entered its form in a time of emerging interest in the social-ecological,
rather than only dyadic perspective of bullying behavior. As such, the study set out to clarify
pertinent foundational research questions regarding the relationships between contextual and
cognitive variables and bystander behavior. Additionally, this study utilized a study sample at a
pivotal point in social development from the lens of the bullying researcher. While it is well
known that the entrance to secondary education marks a time of social upheaval heightened
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bullying (Bosworth, Espelage, & Simon, 1999), relatively little is known about what factors set
the stage for such a tumultuous transition.
At the turn of the second decade in the 2000’s, research in this area has largely remained
intent on descriptive goals in naming the adverse effects of bystander passivity. Overall
interpretations of findings reveal the salience of exploring the role empathy has in building a
culture of prosocial bystanders. Secondarily, preliminary evidence for targeting the overall
attitudes toward aggression among students may present as a worthy, though lofty goal for
curtailing bystander passivity. Though the pivotal novel contribution of immediate and perceived
social support as variables in the current study did not result in significant findings, the analyzed
significance without empathy in the model presents promise for future refinement of these
constructs. In line with many studies that extrapolate current interpretation of the effect of group
behavior during victimization among adults, these variables ought to be refined by manipulating
their perceived intensity or imminence of danger (Fischer et al., 2011).
The current study included the participants of diverse racial and ethnic backgrounds. The
study sample consisted of over 65% individuals who identified from racial and ethnic minority
backgrounds, approximately 50% of which identified as Hispanic or Latino. While the inclusion
of underrepresented groups is to be celebrated, the current study sample is disproportionate to
actual population make-up. Thus, the current study may not generalize to all school districts.
However, the racial and ethnic make-up of the school district in which the data was collected
was commensurate. Within the school district, 42% of students are Hispanic, 20% of students are
Black, 27% of students are White, 7% of students are Asian, .2% of students are American
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Indian .3% are Pacific Islander, and approximately 4% identify as other, a total figure
comparable to the sample population utilized.
Furthermore, of 194 participants who responded, only 24 individuals experienced
victimization personally “Often” to “Very Often”. This figure of 12% frequently victimized may
be a slight underrepresentation, both within the school due to failure to accurately report and
between the larger comparison of students nationwide (Espelage & Swearer, 2003).
Furthermore, only 19 participants responded that they see victimization occur “Often” to “Very
Often” within their school, once again posed to be a potential underestimate of actual occurrence
and a smaller estimate of actual occurrence in the general population.
An additional limitation in the current study is with regard to the manner in which
students were read vignettes. The study relied heavily on their attention and the emphasis in
which teachers read the vignette. Students were not given visual access to the vignettes, only
read them and then asked to complete their responses. Thus, this was a likely contributor to why
a large amount of participants incorrectly identified the witness condition they had been a part of
(alone or group). Future studies employing the vignette method may want to include tangible
access to the vignette. Furthermore, responses were not counterbalanced. All individuals
completed the DORBS following the reading of the vignette, then answered the survey-level
prompts assessing the additional continuous predictor variables. Thus, if any students were to
answer in socially desirable manners, this may have been enhanced upon recognizing the
scenario in which they were being read.
Multiple variables studied within this project were arguably measurements of trait
features. The label of “social-cognitive analysis” within the title of the project reflected a desire
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to understand interacting effects between context and cognition. However, these analyses are
best suited as mediational analyses in future projects to stay true with the flare of social cognition
(Bandura, 1986). That is, underscoring the bystander behavior as an actual process, in real-time
and in statistical combinations, and studying it accordingly is the best way to move the empirical
work in this area forward. Future studies taking the form of higher level social cognition
investigations within victimization phenomena ought to simulate causal chain mediational
strategies (Spencer, Zanna, & Fong, 2005). That is, rather than draw focus upon stable attributes
or traits in a descriptive manner, future studies of this type may wish to elucidate situational
variables which prime cognitive factors that influence readiness or intervene or inhibition. For
example, the illusive quality of “danger” discussed in countless bystander studies is primed and
appraised when witnessing bullying in a pathway which has yet to be created, yet alone put to the
test of falsification.
The aim of future research directions in the current research program will focus upon
social-cognitive variables mentioned prior, such as moral disengagement. Moral disengagement
presents recognized promise among the literature, as cutting-edge research in the bystander field
has begun to recognize its critical utility (Gini, Pozzoli, & Hymel, 2014; Pozzoli, Gini, & Vieno,
2012). Furthermore, a recent special edition of a leading journal in school-based research has
called for the multi-level analysis and synthesis of group- and individual-level predictors when
researching bullying phenomena (Espelage, Low, & Jimerson, 2014). Thus, the proposed future
investigation will not only refine incorporation of principles of context and thought, but will also
include the assessment of climate. Such an investigation presents the most feasible future
direction to move the current findings, and the field of study in this area forward.
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Appendix A
CHILD INTERPERSONAL REACTIVITY INDEX (C-IRI)
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Child Interpersonal Reactivity Index (C-IRI)
DIRECTIONS: The statements below describe possible ways you might feel. Please circle how
much the statements below describe you.
1. It seems like I feel the feelings of the people in the stories I read or hear.
1
Not at all like
me

2

3

4

5
Exactly like me

2. When I see another kid being picked on or teased, I feel like I want to help them.
1
Not at all like
me

2

3

4

5
Exactly like me

3. I try to understand my friends better by imagining what things are like for them.
1
Not at all like
me

2

3

4

5
Exactly like me

3

4

5
Exactly like me

4

5
Exactly like me

4. Things that I see make me feel sad or happy.
1
Not at all like
me

2

5. It is easy for me to feel sorry for other people.
1
Not at all like
me

2

3

6. When I'm mad at someone, I try to imagine how they feel for a while.
1

2

3

4

5
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Not at all like
me

Exactly like me

7. When I am reading an interesting book or listening to an interesting story, I imagine how I
would feel if the things in the story were happening to me.
1
Not at all like
me

2

3

4

5
Exactly like me

8. Before telling someone that I don't like something about them, I try to imagine how I would
feel if someone told me that.
1
Not at all like
me

2

3

4

5
Exactly like me
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Appendix B
ATTITUDES AND BELIEFS REGARDING AGGRESSION SCALE
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Attitudes and Beliefs Regarding Aggression Scale
DIRECTIONS: The statements below describe ways you might feel. Please circle how much you
agree with these statements.
1. It makes me angry when a kid is bullied.
1

2

3

4

Don’t agree at all

Agree a little

Agree a lot

Completely agree

2. If someone threatens you, it is okay to hit that person.
1

2

3

4

Don’t agree at all

Agree a little

Agree a lot

Completely agree

3. It’s a good thing to help kids who can’t defend themselves.
1

2

3

4

Don’t agree at all

Agree a little

Agree a lot

Completely agree

4. It feels good when I hit someone.
1

2

3

4

Don’t agree at all

Agree a little

Agree a lot

Completely agree

5. I like it when someone stands up for kids who are being bullied.
1

2

3

4

Don’t agree at all

Agree a little

Agree a lot

Completely agree
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6. Kids who get bullied or picked on usually deserve it.
1

2

3

4

Don’t agree at all

Agree a little

Agree a lot

Completely agree

7. If you fight a lot, everyone will look up to you.
1

2

3

4

Don’t agree at all

Agree a little

Agree a lot

Completely agree

8. It is funny to see kids get upset when they are bullied.
1

2

3

4

Don’t agree at all

Agree a little

Agree a lot

Completely agree

9. Sometimes you have only two choices—get punched or punch the other kid first.
1

2

3

4

Don’t agree at all

Agree a little

Agree a lot

Completely agree

1

2

3

4

Don’t agree at all

Agree a little

Agree a lot

Completely agree

10. It is okay to bully kids.
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11. If you are afraid to fight, you won’t have any friends.
1

2

3

4

Don’t agree at all

Agree a little

Agree a lot

Completely agree
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Appendix C
Child and Adolescent Social Support Scale (CASSS)
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Child and Adolescent Social Support Scale
DIRECTIONS: The statements below are possible ways you might respond to what your
classmates will do for you. Please circle how often your classmates do these things.
My classmates…
1. treat me nicely.
1

2

3

4

5

6

Never

Almost
never

Some of the
time

Most of the
time

Almost
always

Always

2. like most of my ideas and opinions.
1

2

3

4

5

6

Never

Almost
never

Some of the
time

Most of the
time

Almost
always

Always

3. pay attention to me.
1

2

3

4

5

6

Never

Almost
never

Some of the
time

Most of the
time

Almost
always

Always

4. give me ideas when I don’t know what to do.
1

2

3

4

5

6

Never

Almost
never

Some of the
time

Most of the
time

Almost
always

Always
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5. give me information so I can learn new things.
1

2

3

4

5

6

Never

Almost
never

Some of the
time

Most of the
time

Almost
always

Always

6. give me good advice.
1

2

3

4

5

6

Never

Almost
never

Some of the
time

Most of the
time

Almost
always

Always

7. tell me I did a good job when I’ve done something well.
1

2

3

4

5

6

Never

Almost
never

Some of the
time

Most of the
time

Almost
always

Always

8. nicely tell me when I make mistakes.
1

2

3

4

5

6

Never

Almost
never

Some of the
time

Most of the
time

Almost
always

Always

9. notice when I have worked hard.
1

2

3

4

5

6

Never

Almost
never

Some of the
time

Most of the
time

Almost
always

Always

3

4

5

6

10. ask me to join activities.
1

2
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Never

Almost
never

Some of the
time

Most of the
time

Almost
always

Always

11. spend time doing things with me.
1

2

3

4

5

6

Never

Almost
never

Some of the
time

Most of the
time

Almost
always

Always

12. help me with projects in class.
1

2

3

4

5

6

Never

Almost
never

Some of the
time

Most of the
time

Almost
always

Always
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Appendix D
BULLYING VIGNETTES
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Solitary Witness Condition:
Pretend you’re by yourself. The school day has ended and you are walking by yourself out of the
building. You hear some noises so you stop to look down the hall. You see one of the kids in
your class, Sam, being picked on. Sam is getting called names, pushed even. This is hurting
Sam’s feelings. You can see that Sam is upset about getting picked on, Sam is even asking for
the teasing to stop.
I’m going to ask you to think about what you would do by yourself in this situation and in
situations like this when you are alone.
Group Witness Condition:
Pretend you’re with two of your friends. The school day has ended and you are walking with two
of your friends out of the building. You all hear some noises so you stop to look down the hall.
You see one of the kids in your class, Sam, being picked on. Sam is getting called names, pushed
even. This is hurting Sam’s feelings. You and your friends can see that Sam is upset about
getting picked on, Sam is even asking for the teasing to stop.
I’m going to ask you to think about what you would do in this situation with your friends and in
situations like this when you are with your friends.
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Appendix E
DEFENDER AND OUTSIDER ROLE BEHAVIOR SCALE (DORBS)
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Defender & Outsider Role Behavior Scale
DIRECTIONS: I want you to think about the story you just heard. The actions below are
possible ways you might respond to the situation you just witnessed or situations like it that you
have seen. Please circle how likely you would respond to the situation in the ways described
below.
1. Tell an adult when I see (the bullying) “it” taking place (verbal defending)
1
Not likely

2

3
Maybe

4

5
Most likely

2. Ignore (the victim) “Sam” because I agree with the (bully) “whoever is picking on Sam”
(pro-bully outsider)
1
Not likely

2

3
Maybe

4

5
Most likely

3. Walk away because (bullying) “what happened to Sam” isn’t right (pro-victim outsider)
1
Not likely

2

3
Maybe

4

5
Most likely

4. Tell (the bully) “whoever is picking on Sam” to leave (the victim) “Sam” alone (verbal
defending)
1
Not likely

2

3
Maybe

4

5
Most likely

5. Try to make (the victim) “Sam” feel better after the (bullying) “situation happened”
(verbal defending)
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1
Not likely

2

3
Maybe

4

5
Most likely

6. Ignore the (bullying) “the person picking on Sam” because it’s none of my business (provictim outsider)
1
Not likely

2

3
Maybe

4

5
Most likely

7. Push the (bully) the person picking on Sam away from (the victim) “Sam” (physical
defending)
1
Not likely

2

3
Maybe

4

5
Most likely

8. Get other people to come help (the victim) “Sam” (verbal defending)
1
Not likely

2

3
Maybe

4

5
Most likely

9. Tell the (bullies) “whoever is picking on Sam” that (bullying) “what happened” is mean
and they shouldn’t do it (verbal defending)
1
Not likely

2

3
Maybe

4

5
Most likely

10. Avoid the (bullying) “situation” because I don’t want to give the (bully) “whoever is
picking on Sam” more attention (pro-victim outsider)
1
Not likely

2

3
Maybe

4

5
Most likely
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11. Support (the victim) “Sam” after the (bullying) “situation” (verbal defending)
1
Not likely

2

3
Maybe

4

5
Most likely

12. Walk away from the (bullying) “situation” because it doesn’t have anything to do with
me (pro-victim outsider)
1
Not likely

2

3
Maybe

4

5
Most likely

13. Fight (the bully) “whoever is picking on Sam” to get them to leave (the victim) “Sam”
alone (physical defending)
1
Not likely

2

3
Maybe

4

5
Most likely

14. Try to make peace with (the bully) “whoever is picking on Sam” by talking to them
(verbal defending)
1
Not likely

2

3
Maybe

4

5
Most likely

15. Tell others that it doesn’t pay to join (the bullying) “the situation” (verbal defending)
1
Not likely

2

3
Maybe

4

5
Most likely

16. Don’t do anything to help (the victim) “Sam” because I think (the bully) “whoever is
picking on Sam” is right (pro-bully outsider)
1
Not likely

2

3
Maybe

4

5
Most likely
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Appendix F
Script
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STUDY SCRIPT
My name is Mr. Bixler, and I’m a student at Northern Illinois University. As a student, I am
learning how to do research. Can anyone tell me what research is (biologist astronomer, etc.)? I
research psychology, which means I do research on what kids think and how they feel and how
they act.
Today, I'm talking to a bunch of kids in your school about what kids do when another kid at
school picks on another kid. First, I’m going to read you a story involving one of your peers
getting picked on. The person getting picked on is pretend. Next, I’ll be asking you some
questions about how you feel about the situation that occurs in the story and how you think you
would respond to that. You can also be thinking about other situations you have seen that are like
the story I read you if you have seen something like it. I’m just interested in what you think. It’ll
take about 25 minutes, and most kids think this is pretty interesting. Would you like to
participate in this study I'm doing? If you get tired or want to stop, just let me know and you can
stop. Okay?
Now it's very important for you to know that there are no right or wrong answers on what we're
going to do. I'm just interested in what you think. But it's very important that you be completely
honest and that you answer all of my questions truthfully, okay? Also, it’s important that you
only look at your own answers – Everybody will have their OWN ideas, and that’s what we
want. We want to know what YOU think.
Okay, in front of you there’s a packet of questions that we’re going to go through together, so I’ll
tell you when to turn each page.
1. Okay, let’s turn the packet over and look at the first page. The first thing I want you to do is
fill in your name. . .birthdate. . . your grade. . . circle whether you’re a boy or girl...and circle
what race you are. Okay. let’s turn the page.
2. Okay, now I’m going to tell you a story about a boy or girl named Sam. If you are a boy, I
want you to think of Sam as a boy. If you are a girl, I want you to think of Sam as a girl.
Does this make sense? If you’re a boy what is Sam? (a boy) If you’re a girl what is Sam? (a
girl) I want you to pretend that Sam is in your class.
 Read aloud the bullying scenario story.
o Say: I’m going to ask you to think about what you would do by yourself in
this situation and in situations like this when you are alone (when you are with
your friends).
3. Now I want you to answer some questions about this situation with Sam.
Defender and Outsider Role Behavior Scale (DORBS)
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I want you to think about what you might DO after seeing this happen to Sam. Please turn to the
next page. The actions below are possible ways you might respond to the story with Sam or
situations you’ve seen that are like what happened to Sam. Please circle how likely you would
respond in the ways described. Remember, there are no right or wrong answers. I want you to
answer how you truthfully believe you would respond to this situation. If you aren’t likely to act
in the way described, circle 1 or 2. If you aren’t sure how you would respond, circle 3. If you
are likely to act in the way described, circle, 4 or 5. Respond to each of these statements in this
way. We’ll read through all of these statements together.
 Read aloud each item and allow students time to respond to each item by circling
their responses & answer any questions they may have
Child Interpersonal Reactivity Index (C-IRI)
Okay, next I want you to think about your own feelings, in general. Please turn to the next page.
The statements below describe possible ways you might feel. Please circle how much the
statements below describe you. If the statement is not at all like you, circle 1. If the statement is
exactly like you, circle 5. If you are somewhere between these two extremes circle 2, or 3, or 4.
Respond to each of these statements in this way. Again, we’ll read through all of these
statements together.
Attitudes Toward Aggression Scale (ATA)
I want you to think about how you feel about aggression, in general. Please turn to the next
page. The statements below describe possible ways you might feel. Please circle how much you
agree with the following statements. If you don’t agree at all with the statement, circle 1. If you
agree with the statement a little, circle 2. If you agree with the statement a lot, circle 3. If you
completely agree with the statement, circle 4. Respond to each of these statements in this way.
Again, we’ll read through all of these statements together.
Perceptions of Social Support (CASSS)
Almost done! What I want you to do is answer how you feel about the help you can get from
your classmates. This means I want you to think about the help from people in this very room!
For each question, you will answer “1” if you feel like it never happens, “2” for almost never,
“3” for some of the time, “4” for most of the time, “5” for almost always, and “6” for always.
Manipulation Checks
1. Turn to the last page. Think of the story I read you. When you saw what was
happening to Sam, were you by alone or were you with your friends? Circle one.
2. How much have you seen something like what happened to Sam occur in your
school? Circle “1” for never, “2” for almost never, “3” for sometimes, “4” for often,
and “5” for very often.
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3. The last thing is I want you to answer how often something has happened to you that
is like what happened to Sam. Circle “1” for never, “2” if it happens once a year, “3”
if it happens once a month, “4” if it happens once a week, and “5” if it happens once a
day.

All right, we’re all done. Did you have a good time? Thanks a lot for helping me out with
this research!
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Appendix G
MANIPULATION CHECKS
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DIRECTIONS: Read the questions below and respond.

1. Think of the story I read you. When you saw what was happening to Sam, were you
by alone or were you with your friends? Circle one.

Alone

With Friends

2. How much have you seen something like what happened to Sam occur in your
school?
1

2

3

4

5

Never

Almost never

Sometimes

Often

Very Often

3. Think about Sam and how Sam got called names and shoved. How often does
something happen to you that was like what happened to Sam?
1

2

3

4

5

Never

Once a year

Once a month

Once a week

Every day

